THE ORIGIiTAL BLACK LIBERATION MOVEMENT 


A brM” introduction to the Rastafarians 
(Metropolitan Paulos Gregorios) 


Representatives of the movement known as Ras Tafarians are present among us 
and they are active in the area of Kingston. They have no unified structure, 
organization or hierarchy. They now exist in different groups without any 
co-ordination. They are strongly non-conformist, in constant opposition to 
society at large, while playing a.significant role in the politics, economics 
and social life of Jamaica. 

Historical Background 

The coming of white colonialism to the American continent was accompanied by 
two phenomena, the settlement of black slaves in the Caribbean and continental 
America, and the vandalistic suppression and destruction of Amerindian 
culture. 

The Rastafarians belong to a large and widespread movement in our century among 
emancipated slaves whose ancestors came from the African continent. An 
outstanding prophet in the 1^20's in the Black liberation movement was Marcus 
Garvey. After the First World War, when the European scramble for Africa was 
in full swing, Marcus Garvey, the Jamaican, founded the Universal Negro 
Improvement Association in the United States. He gave the bugle call for the 
rise of Black African nationalism, by preaching the doctrine of "Africa for 
the Africans - at home and abroad". This led to a widespread movement for 
Blacks on the American continent to return to their African homeland.. 

In 1927, Marcus Garvey was deported from the USA, came back home to Jamaica, 
and continued his return to Africa campaign; the main body of Blacks refused 
to respond; but some did. He preached thrift, haxl work and. self-reliance - 
never very popular themes. He despised the colonial establishment in Jamaica 
and was briefly imprisoned. 

In 1930, Ras Tafari Makonnen of Ethiopia was crowned as Emperor Haile Sellassi* 
Many followers of Garvey began to wonder if this was to be the deliverer of th< 
Africans - for he xtfas the symbol of both African independence (Ethiopia had ti! 
then resisted the onslaught of European colonialism) and African aspirations. 

In 1935> when fascism (Mussolini’s forces) invaded Ethiopia and drove out 
Haile Sellassie, he became a symbol for many Africans abroad - the little 
black man with dignity and courage facing up fearlessly to the monster of 
fascism, colonialism and white domination. 

In 1941, when Haile Sellassie returned, in triumph to Ethiopia, new hopes were 
kindled among the oppressed Blacks of the American continent and. the 
Caribbean as well as elsewhere in the world. 

Many Jamaican followers of Marcus Garvey had already become convinced 
that Haile Sellassie was the promised Messiah, the deliverer of the Blacks 
toiling under the white Pharaohs of the world. It was a short step from that 
conviction to the belief that Ras Tafari (Haile Sellassie) was Jah or God. 

In 1935, the "ITiyabingi Order" came into public notice in Jamaica a few months 
after the rape of Ethiopia by Mussolini's forces. It was claimed that Haile 
Sellassie was the head, of this Order, which existed as a "programme to combat 



racism" - to overthrow white domination by racial war - "Death to White and Bi 
oppressors". 

The Ras Tafari men became thus also Niyabingi men - "Rastamen" or "ITiyamen ". 

The Jamaicans call them Rastas. 

i 960 was the crucial year according to the prophecies of Marcus Garvey; it 
was the year cf redemption when all the Rastas had to be repatriated to their 
promised land - Ethiopia.. They wrote to the Emperor to come and take them, 
if necessary, after conquering Jamaica, They entered into correspondence 
with the Ethiopian. Orthodox Church, and in i 960 , the Church officially 
began to negotiate with then for starting an Ethiopian Orthodox Church in 
Jamaica- 

Emperor Haile Sellassi^ visited Jamaica in the Sixties, and talked with the Ras 
tafarians. They would not accept the authority of Jah Ras Tafari himself, who 
told them that he wa,s ah ordinary mortal» 

To this day they prefer to believe that The International Press was deceiving 
the world when they reported the death of Haile Sellassie* They believe that 
Hallo Sellassie is still ali.vo and working for the liberation of the Blacks 
and for their repatriation- to jfirioa. 


Organization and Belie 


The Rastafarians are neither* a community nor an organised society. They are 
what they themselves call "an open culture". They have several orders, the 
chief of which are 


(a) the Theocratic Order 

(b) the Pries ta cal Order of Meichisede: 

(c) the Divine Order of the Wiyabingi 


The ciders of these orders meet from time to time, as they are doing in a 
15.tile mountain village as the Central Committee meats 5.n Jamaica, 


The Bx-eth. 
Some har 0 
baptized 
Brethren, 
than Chri 


ion of Jah Ran Safari an they call themselves, are today divided. 

joined' the Ethiopians Orthodox Chirrch in Jamaica, having been 
as Christians, These are regarded as traitors by the rest of the 
for whom the basic eelf-identity is Jewish (Old Testament) rather 
stian. 


Their true beliefs are mainly the following! 

(a) Ras Tafari is -file Redeemer, thg c:ily true So. reign Theocratic ruler, who 
controls the whole world and its future, and is the Head cf the Brethren 
of Jah Ras Talari, 

(b) the black race are the true Israelites; those who call themselves Jews 
are false Jews., All Black men are also Ethiopians, though they do not 
know this, 

(c) The King James Bible, expunged of false elements brought in by white men, 
is the Word of God, This means only certain parts cf the Bible are the 
true Word, in the few Testament, the passages to be accepted are; 

Hebrews 11, I Corinthians 4 ? I Timothy 6, I John 4 » Thessalonians 3, and 
Revelation chapters 13, 15? 17« 13, 19, 22 , In the Old Testament also 
selected passages are emphasized and affirmed as true- 

(d) Eventually Jah Ras Tafari will triumph and establish his kingdom when 
the black people, will be repatriated to their heme continent - Africa, 

They all agree in choir opposition to white domination in the world. They 
think that blacks who cooperate with whites are traitors. The Jamaican 
government, according to them, is a traitors’ government, under the 




control of American and British whites and Transnational corporations. True 
Rastas tharefore refuse to vote. 

They think the churches have all compromised with the white oppressors and 
with the descendants of the slave-owners. 

As for their ethical practices, they forbid alcohol and gambling, but encourage 
the use of marijuana or hashish as an antidote against many illnesses and as a 
help to meditation; they believe it gives them wisdom, love and understanding. 

Beards and long hair are enjoined for men, in accordance with Nazirite 
practices (numbers 6; Levitiens 2l) Diet laws of the Old Testament are 
enforced. Pork is forbidden. 

They ’are opposed to the current educational system, which enchains people in 
mental slavery, to the white-dominated culture. They do not therefore encourage 
modern education. 

They practice community of. goods and discourage the owning of property. They 
have some settlements; most of them live under conditions of extreme simplicity 
They are a protest movement waiting for expatriation from Jamaica and 
repatriation in Africa; wealth and property are impediments to their quest. 

Some of them have jobs; it is difficult for a R^sta with locks and beard to 
findemployment. They usually live together in overcrowded homes, often a 
cluster of huts with a yard in the middle. They also live in rented quarters 
in the cities. 

Those who accept jobs and live "respectable" lives are often clean-shaven 
and despised by their bearded Brethren as clean-faces or Baldheads. 

From a very dramatic and sli^itly noisy encounter that I have had with a 
company of top elders on a mov.ntain camping site in Jmaica, I feel that they 
despise the World Council of Churches also, since the WCC has done nothing 
for them. They regard the WCC to be as compromised as the Jamaica Council 
of Churches. They asked me if the WCC was prepared to do anything for their 
repatriation to their homeland. 

They want to be resettled in Africa. But at the moment, they do not want to 
be assimilated to the culture of any particular African nation. They would 
want to keep their identity as a group of Ras Tafarians, which may not be 
acceptable to most African governments. The present Ethiopian government 
may not welcome on its soil a community that worships Haile Sellassie. 

They do not want help for being assimilated into Jamaican culture. They ask 
help for repatriation to Africa and for their maintaining their identity 
as a community in Africa. Who can help them? 



THE FIGHT AGAINST RACISM 


The World Council of Churches' Programme 
(Fr Paul Verghese) 

Most of the nations now engaged in the imperialist or neo¬ 
colonialist exploitation of the world belong to the white races, 
though there are some exceptions like Japan. Particularly in 
South Africa, the white race which is in the minority seeks to 
dominate, oppress and exploit the black majority economically, 
politically, socially and culturally. It is natural, therefore, 
that white Christians of the West should have a bad conscience 
about this phenomenon. They therefore seek, through the World 
Council of Churches' Programme to Combat Racism, some ways of 
dealing with the situation in solidarity with the oppressed and 
exploited. 

Though the World Council of Churches has from the beginning 
taken a clear stand against racial discrimination and oppression, 
it was only in the period after the WCC Assembly in Uppsala, Sweden 
(1968) that it has been able to launch a determined programme of 
study and action. The meeting of the Central Committee of the WCC 
at Canterbury (1969), England, approved such a programme only after 
prolonged and heated debate and intrigue. 

The Commission has now been in existence for about two and a 
half years, and the best way to understand its programme is to look 
at its achievements during this period. 

1. Special Fund to Assist Liberation Movements 

This has been the most publicized and most controversial of 
the actions of the WCC in this programme. The Canterbury meeting 
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of the Central Committee decided to create a special Fund of 
half a million dollars to assist the various movements all over 
the world which are struggling against oppression and exploitation 
by white peoples. The WCC expressed its own sacrificial commitment 
to this programme by allocating a substantial portion ($200,000) 
of its own very meagre reserve Fund as a first contribution to the 
Special Fund. 

Among the movements to which financial assistance has been 
given by WCC in 1971, the following examples are particularly 
noteworthy. 

1. African Independence Party of Guinea and Cape Verde ($ 45,000) 

2. People's Movement for the Liberation of Angola ($ 25,000) 

3. Mozambique institute of FRELIMO (Movement for the Freedom and 
Liberation of Mozambique) ($ 20,000) 

4. South West African People's Organization (SWAPO, Namibia, $ 30,000) 

5. Zimbabwe Liberation Movement, Rhodesia ($ 10,000) 

6. Zimbabwe African National Union (ZANU) Rhodesia ($ 10,000) 

7. Zimbabwe African People's Union ($ 10,000) 

8. Bolivian Project for Indian Liberation (South America) ($ 12,500) 

9. Malcolm X Liberation University (USA) ($ 7,500) 

10. French Anti-Apartheid Committee (France) ($ 2,500) 

11. Legal Defence Committee in Japan (Asia) ($ 5,000) 

12. Committee for Development in the Eastern Caribbean ($ 5,000) 

The above is only a list of random samples which helps to 
show the extent and nature of the assistance given to liberation 
movements all over the world. The money is clearly earmarked for 
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use in education, medical needs, development and leadership training 
projects, etc. and cannot be used for buying weapons or for 
military purposes. 

The reaction in the churches to this action of the WCC has 
not been uniform. Churches and related agencies have already 
provided the WCC with the half a million dollars that it had asked 
for, and the programme is likely to be doubled, i.e. a million 
dollars in the coming years, though considerable opposition to the 
continuation and expansion of the Fund is also to be anticipated. 
There are some Western churches which have refused to participate 
in the Programme to Combat Racism. A typical example is the 
decision of the Synod of the Reformed Churches in the Netherlands 
not to support PCR, but to ergige in dialogue with the Dutch Reformed 
Churches in South Africa who are among the main oppressors. 

But many other Churches and related agencies have given either 
substantial or symbolic support to the PCR and its Special Fund. 

The WCC itself has gained a new status in the eyes of African, Asian 
and Latin American peoples and governments. The Special Fund will 
continue to be a matter of controversy in the Western churches and 
the occasion for a great deal of malicious attack on the WCC in the 
Western press (e.g. the Readers' Digest articles by Clarence Hall 
last October and November), but there is no doubt that the PCR and 
the Special Fund will have marked a new stage in the slow progress 
towards an ecumenical movement less dominated by rich Western 


churches. 
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2. The Cunene River Dam Scheme 

The manner in which Western military and economic power 
collaborates in supporting the racist regimes of Southern Africa 
is becoming more clearly evident in certain large so-called 
"development projects" in that region, the most well-known among 
them being the Cabora Bassa Scheme and the Cunene Dam Scheme. 

The Cunene Scheme is worth studying as an instance of the 
many attempts of South African whites and Portuguese whites to 
continue to control and exploit the black peoples of Southern 
Africa with outside help. It is a joint scheme of the governments 
of Portugal and South Africa, through firms in these two countries, 
but financed largely by corporations and banks in Europe and America 

The World Council's Central Committee, in their meeting in 
Addis Ababa (Ethiopia) in January 1971 had adopted the following 
resolution 

"The Central Committee calls upon member Churches to dis¬ 
courage their governments and industrial commercial enter¬ 
prises from supporting schemes like the Cabora Bassa Dam 
and other such projects which entrench racist and colonial 
minority regimes in Africa; and also to educate their 
members and to warn the wider public of the threat that 
such schemes pose for world peace". 

Several reasons may be given for the World Council's 
negative approach to a development scheme which seems prima facie 
an attempt to improve the economic conditions of the oppressed 
peoples of Southern Africa: 




- 5 - 


(a) While it may provide employment to some Africans, it 
is in fact an attempt by the governments of Portugal and Spain 

to make a quicker and more intensive exploitation of the labour of 
the African peoples to enrich the white people. The distribution 
of the benefits from the scheme is controlled by the whites, and 
will certainly not be equitable or just. 

(b) The foreign companies and banks engaged in the scheme 
are trying to make a quick profit on their investment by exploiting 
Southern Africa during -the time the white racist regimes of 

South Africa and Portugal can be in a dominant position there. 

(c) It is an excuse for bringing in considerable numbers 

of white immigrants from outside and settling them in these areas 
to strengthen the oppressive white minority in Southern Africa. 

(d) The participation of foreign companies in the scheme 
provides an excuse for foreign military strength to be used in 
support of the white minority in Southern Africa. 

It is for these reasons that the special consultation 
organized by the WCC in Arnoldshain (Germany) in February-March 
1972 recommended to the WCC strong and concerted action on the 
part of the member churches against such schemes. The Consultation 
called the scheme "clearly not a normal 'development' project, 
but a vitally important strategic scheme to retard as well as 
defeat the struggle of the African peoples for freedom and democracy". 
It also said: "The object of the scheme is to promote the further 
integration of Angola (Portuguese Colony) and Namibia (former South- 
West Africa, now illegally controlled by South Africa), create 
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conditions for establishing the presence of hal-H a million 
additional settlers in the region and through international 
financial loans and other links involve external parties even 
deeper into the Southern African conflict". 

The WCC programme to combat racism therefore regards such 
projects as a major target for attack. 

3. Other Activities of the Programme 

"PCR" as the WCC programme against racism is affectionately 
called by those who like it, has also done considerable amount 
of work in other areas of racist oppression in the world. The 
following are especially noteworthy. 

(a) American Indians . A special expert consultation was 
held in January 1971 in Barbados, on the situation of the American 
Indians in Latin America, which was organized in collaboration 
with the Swiss University of Bern. The Consultation expressed the 
view that "development" schemes in Latin America for integrating 
the Indians can only destroy their culture and continue their 
exploitation. It recommended that the integrity of their culture 
should be respected and encouraged. 

(b) The Maoris of Australia and New Zealand . The original 
people of Australia and New Zealand are now being oppressed and 
exploited by the white settlers there. Maori culture and conscious¬ 
ness are being slowly undermined. The Australian Council of 
Churches have now organized their own Programme to Combat Racism. 

(c) Research . The Geneva office of P.C.R. has now a special 
staff person for research on racism. He has already produced very 


useful materials on the Cabora and Cunene schemes, on the political, 

military and economic aspects of racism, on racism as an expression 

of Imperialism, on international capital as a major supporter of 
racist regimes, and on topics related to racism. 

(d) Campaign Against EEC Support for Racist Regimes 
There are proposals being considered to give special status to 
Portugal and South Africa in the European Economic Community. 

The EEC has already decided, at the request of Portugal, to give 
preferential treatment to Portuguese colonies like Angola, Mozambique, 
Guinea and Cape Verde. The tendency of Western European nations 

to become deeply involved in the racist-oppressive regimes of 
Africa has now been chosen by PCR as a target for attack. 

(e) Campaign against military support from the West , 
especially for Portugal . The PCR has already launched a campaign 
against increasing military support for Portugal from countries 
like USA, Britain, France, West Germany, Argentina and Brazil. The 
churches are requested to demand a total arms embargo against white 
racist regimes like the governments of Portugal, South Africa and 
Zimbabwe. 

Conclusion 

Western Christians are major beneficiaries of white racist 
oppression in the world today. What PCR has begun to do cannot 
be regarded as in any sense a solution to the problem, but it is 
to be hoped that it will be the beginning of a real worldwide 
campaign for the churches' participation in the struggle for the 
liberation of the oppressed and not merely a token to salve the 
conscience of the oppressor. 
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Professor Herbert Marcuse of San Diego University is both a miracle 
and a paradox. At seventy he could still be the idol of the younger 
generation, the spokesman of their deepest aspirations. An intellectual 
of the classical German type, he can still communicate with ordinary 
people. His knowledge of the fields of philosophy and psychology, of 
political science and of sociology can only be termed^ encyclopaedic. 

He is both ex-Marxist and ex-Freudian, but not by any means in a 
reactionary sense. He has been called a corrupter of the youth and an 
agent of the C.I.A. His life has been threatened by John-Birchers and 
he has been heckled by striking Italian students. 

But Marcuse is a grand intellectual and the apostle of freedom. 

His recent work M An Essay on Liberation” is a tightly packed argument 
against contemporary civilization, an argument which he began developing 
in his Eros and Civilization and in his better known One Dimensional Man . 

A short general statement of his position is presented in La Fin de 
1 t Utopie , Paris, 1968. 

His basic argument can be summarized only at great peril of over¬ 
simplification. He agrees with Freud that our civilization is built on 
the basis of the repression of basic human instincts. Hence the desperately 
acquisitive and aggressive tendency of our civilization. Aggression in 
Vietnam, oppression of the black race and economic exploitation of the 
whole world are but symptoms of a deeper disease which cannot be cured 
except by changing the repressive basis of social organization. 

So far he is simply developing Freud. But here he parts company with 
the master. Freud would say that no civilization is possible without 
repression, i.e. subjection of the pleasure principle to the reality 
principle. Marcuse on the other hand believes that a non-repressive 
civilization is within the limits of possibility. Of course, the present 
civilization would have to be demolished before a non-repressive one can take 
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its place. He believes that work itself can be converted into play, 
that domination can be abolished, that a morality can be based on gratifi¬ 
cation rather than renunciation. Only such a civilization will promote 
non-repressive, non-aggressive human relationships. 

According to Marcuse corporate capitalism is the major instrument 
of our civilization. Through an extensive economic and military machine 
it not only subjects its population to its own activity of production and 
consumption. It also builds up a new colonial empire through which it 
controls and dominates four continents. 

Marcuse's Essay on Liberation is dedicated to the young militants 
in America and elsewhere who have dared to challenge the frightening 
might of capitalist domination in the world; Marcuse wants to give a 
biological or rather somato-psychological basis to socialism. He argues 
that it is the consumer economy and the capitalist politics of western 
civilization which have made man what he is today--insular, one-dimensional, 
aggressive, acquisitive. Man has to be changed physically and psychologically 
in order that a new civilization may emerge. Man must develop a new 
sensibility by which he can touch his neighbour without aggressiveness and 
guilt. The new sensibility also struggles against violence and exploitation 
wherever it finds these in society. Man must liberate himself from the 
tyranny of science and technology in order to live in a more gay and joyous 
relation to all reality. Logic, and therefore science and technology based 
on it^over-emphasizes the male principle of aggressive domination. We need 
to shift the balance to the female principle of receptivity, beauty and poesy. 

Marcuse wrote his book before the events of May 1968 in Paris. There 
the revolting students practiced what Marcuse preached. They used words to 
speak a new language - the language of the heart, the language of poetry - 
to speak about human reality in human language. Only when the aesthetic 
controls human creativity can science and technology come into their own 
as truly liberating forces. 
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Marcuse welcomes Black Power and the Vietnam revolt as healthy 
subversive forces which can undermine the present sick civilization. 

IV 

Marcuse - criticizes Marx for insisting that only a particular class 
can be the agent of social change. The old Marxist model for revolutionary 
change through the organized effort of the working class to seize power 
in the course of a mass upheaval may still have some validity for the 
third world. But these working classes themselves are now under the 
domination of western corporate capitalism and its neo-imperialism. 

Therefore the more decisive revolution, according to Marcuse, may 
come from the growing movement of protest which is not based in any 
particular class or country. The peculiar feature of this new protest is 
that it is not willing to accept the classical Marxist alternative to 
capitalism. Collective ownership, collective control and collective 
planning of the means of production and distribution are all necessary 
elements in the creation of the new society. But it is not simply a 
question of abolition of poverty and creation of a just international 
society. Bureaucratic socialism even where it guarantees economic justice 
may be very dehumanized 0 as in the Soviet Union though not in the same 

measure as corporate capitalism. Marcuse demands a cessation of the 
productivity race between the west and the east, in Europe and America. 

What he demands is a new society and a new man with a new body and a new 
mind. He demands a utopia where work becomes play, the ugly is transformed 
into the beautiful, noise and hurry give place to calm and poise, fun is 
substituted by joy and servitude by freedom. 

One could say there are three key words in Marcuse’s thinking-- 
Rupture, Transcendence and Play. The new man and the new society cannot 
come in natural continuity with the present civilization in its capitalist- 
socialist form. It involves a radical break with the present. That is 
what he means by rupture. By transcendence, he means that man must enter 



- 6 - 


that which is beyond history by a radical transformation of the self. 

It is a qualitative jump closely related to the idea of rupture. Man 

must dare to enter utopia. But this is not the utopia envisioned by 

socialists--that is why he calls his French work The End of Utopia . 

Yet man must dare to create a new world, in freedom and spontaneity, 

where there is neither aggression nor acquisitiveness. Thought itself 

would be changed in Marcuse's new utopia into something necessarily 

positive, de-politicized, free, unstructured, spontaneous. And here comes 

his third concept. The ultimately characteristic act of man is play, not 

work. The total automation of social labour is incompatible with 

capitalism which insists on the creation of more and more goods to satisfy 

more and more false needs of man. is also contrary to Marxism which 

believes that labour is the creator of all value. We are afraid to make 

total automation the goal of our society, because we are unwilling to make 

the qualitative jump from work to play as the basic activity of man. 

It is perhaps symptomatic of the state of intellectual life in America 

that there has been no adequate response to him from American intellectuals, 

but in his own native Germany he has been taken quite seriously. 

year5Juergen Habermas edited a collection of essays in honour of his 70th 

2 

birthday: Antworten auf Herbert Marcuse . Habermas is a thinker of the 

school of Frankfort (Institute for Social Research) which produced thinkers 

like Marcuse. Habermas attacks Marcuse from a more classical socialist 

position. His study of bourgeois society ( Strukturwandel der Offentlichkeit ) 

and his critical analysis of post-kantian philosophy ( Erkenntnis und 

Interesse ) as well as his restatement of classical socialism ( Theorie und 

Praxis ) have been regarded by some reviewers as the most substantial socio- 

3 

philosophical thinking to come out of central Europe. Habermas accuses 
2 

Suherkamp Verlag 1968 
3 

See leading article in the Times Literary Supplement dated 5th June 1969 
under the title ' From Historicism to Marxist Humanism 1 



Marcuse of being an ontologist of the Heideggerian school. Habermas 

speaks of the old rational heritage being disintegrated through the 

dialectical interplay of such standpoints as positivism, pragmatism and 

historicism. These schools have virtually cancelled each other out. Only 

dialectical materialism stands as a still valid philosophical approach. 
fl ccvCmM yts> h tfc*. C . 

Yet another attempt at criticism of Marcuse’s ideas hays' come from Hans 
Heinz Holz ( Utopie und Anarchismus , Pahl-Rugenstein Verlag, Ko&n, 1968). 

His accusation is also that Marcuse regresses into a romantic-cultural 
and apolitical interpretation of the revolution. 

Both Habermas and Marcuse insist that the present structures are 
corrupt, especially in the West. But Habermas and Holz would say that 
Marxism dynamically reinterpreted is adequate as the structure for building 
up the new society. Habermas would, of course, want such socialism to be 
undergirded by a systematic philosophy in the classical tradition. Marcuse, 
on the other hand, would not want to formulate clearly the structure of the 
new society. He would concentrate on two factors mainly: first, liberation 
from the colonial and oppressive imperialism of corporate capitalism; 
second, changed attitudes in the relation of human beings to each other and 
in their approach to work. Everything else can be worked out only after 
the qualitative change in man has already taken place. In his negative 
critique of the Establishment, he speaks also for the New Left. But New 
Leftists find him unsatisfactory and inadequate in his positive formulations 
of a new society. Marcuse, however, speaks also for the hippie generation 
when he talks about liberation from the repression of the pleasure principle 
by the reality principle, and demands that work be substituted by play, 
repression by expression. 

My own critique of Marcuse would be from a basically phenomenological 
perspective. Marcuse’s understanding of liberation as freedom is itself 
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based on a defective understanding of the notion of freedom. We in 
ex-colonial countries have only begun to learn that liberation is the 
easier part of freedom. We had thrown off the political aspect of the 
colonial yoke and are only now finding out that we are still unfree. 

We continue to be under the domination of a world-economic structure 
controlled by western corporate capitalism which uses our capitalists to 
exploit us. But even if we were to be liberated from this economic domina¬ 
tion by the west, we would still not be quite free until we have achieved 
sufficient power to realize our own freely chosen goals. Such power should 
include not only scientific and technological competence, but also cultural 
autonomy and creativity. This positive aspect of freedom, namely the 
capacity to choose one’s own national goals and to achieve them, is the 
more difficult part of attaining freedom. 

Here Marcuse and the New Left, especially the revolutionists among the 
latter, refuse to give even a sketch of the kind of society they would like 
to achieve. They insist that such formulation would be a betrayal of the 
revolution in that it would lead to unnecessary controversies which would 
impede the more urgent task of overthrowing the establishment. 

C$L 

While it may be practically impossible to ak cteh our - in detail the 
original for a complete blue print of the society of the future, it may 
still be necessary to chalk out in sketchy outlines some of the essential 
elements which simply have to go into the new structure. Here we come 
across a very popular fallacy which opposes freedom to structure. This 
false opposition I submit comes from a double misunderstanding of freedom. 
First there is the tendency to put more weight on freedom from than on 
freedom for . The second aspect of the fallacy derives from the basically 
individualistic framework in which we understand freedom. I think Marcuse 


himself falls into both these traps. 
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Freedom, a key concept in Eastern Christian theology, is a word which 
has a large number of synonyms in Greek. The word eleutheria itself 
means f not enslaved 1 . But its synonyms in Eastern Patristic thinking 
include (a) apatheia or freedom from compulsive passions which overcome and 
enslave our will, (b) freedom from death and corruption, (c) freedom of the 
intelligence or the capacity to behold Truth ( theoria ), (d) freedom from 
guilt or a clear conscience ( parrhesia ). There are four other adjectives 
which are synonymous with eleutheros which are adoulotes which means 
unenslaved, adespotes or not having a master, autokrates or sovereign and 
autexousios i.e. having authority in oneself. To be free thus for the 

r~ 

Eastern Christian is much more than being liberated. It means becoming 
spontaneously creative, i.e. to be the originator of the good and the 
beautiful without being constrained externally or internally to do so. 

This notion of freedom which has at its heart the image of man as a 
corporate king over the whole cosmos is a far cry from the notion of man 
popularized by Augustinian thought in the west. Augustine 1 s image of man 
sees him as a sinner, broken, repentant, miserable, begging for pardon and 
mercy, with nothing good in himself, totally dependent on God alone for 
grace and mercy. The only freedom that Augustine could grant even to the 
saved man was simply freedom in the bosom of God like a little baby secure 
in its mother’s arms. 

In Eastern Christian thought, at least in classical patristics, there 
is a demand imposed upon man by his very creation, to become like God - 
Sovereign, free, creator of the good, loving and wise, strong and powerful. 
It is this more positive notion of freedom as self-control, authority and 
the capacity for spontaneous creativity that needs greater emphasis in our 
time. In this positive understanding of freedom, science and technology 

JL 

bjpave their own important roles to play as the means by which man gains 
control of external reality. 



- 10 - 


The second fallacy is so universal that even the Christian church in 

the East has fallen a prey to it. If freedom means spontaneous creativity, 

/ 

then such creativity needa^ not always be that of individuals in isolation. 
Structure is one of the ways in which men relate to each other to 
co-ordinate creativity for greater efforts to create the good, in forms 
which are beyond the power of individual men to create. We need to learn 
to think not merely in terms of freedom of the individual from structures, 
but having free structures under the control of corporate society, which 
society can freely use to create new forms of good, without being overpowered 
by the structures themselves. 

It has been traditional to see the freedom of the individual as being 
in conflict with the freedom of other individuals, and the state as being 
necessary to make sure that one man f s freedom does not interfere with that 
of another man. I am free to swing my hand in any direction I like; but 
my neighbour’s freedom demands that my swinging hand does not end up on 
his face. Thus individual freedom is regarded as the primary reality, and 
the state being necessary only to guarantee the maximum of individual 
freedom for each man. 

But today we are beginning to see the state itself as an instrument 
of corporate freedom. Freedom means not simply freedom from oppression, 
exploitation and enslavement, but also the capacity to stand up in dignity 
and to be the free creator of the good. This is true both for individuals 
and for societies. Societies themselves have to be redeemed from whatever 
is holding them enslaved, from the might of military machines and from the 
crushing cruelty and cupidity of corporate capitalism, as well as from 
ideologies and apprehensions that prevent men from being spontaneously 
creative. But it also means the capacity of societies to create new forms 
of the good. Structures are the means by which large aggregates of human 



beings relate to each other on a long-term basis. The purpose of these 
structures should be to achieve maximum possibility of spontaneous 
creativity for the society as a whole, as well as for its individual members. 
But these very structures, unless constantly watched, become powerful and 
domineering, and the pressure of radical evil in the world transforms 
these very structures into instruments of oppression and unfreedom. 

It then becomes necessary that the struggle for the liberation of man go 
through two phases--one, the breaking down of the oppressive, alienated, 
run-away structure, and two, the building of new creative structures 
fostering human freedom both collectively and individually. The first 
of these operations is called revolution and the second utopia. 

But revolution and utopia are two phases of one process rather than 
two separate stages in a programme. It is the vision of utopia that must 
be the motor of revolution. But here there are two problems. 

First, if utopia means merely a list of demands to be presented to 
those in power, they can always effect a compromise, mute the revolution, 
and then go on to new forms of oppression and exploitation. This is what 
is basically wrong with syndicalism or trade unionism. 

Secondly, the two phases of the operation seem to be based on conflicting 
principles. Revolution demands the use of force against the will of those 
in power in order to unseat them. In other words denial of the freedom of 
the establishment to go on being in power belongs to the essence of 
revolution, whereas in utopia, the guiding principle is the freedom of all 
persons and of society as a whole. Thus in the interests of utopia, which 
means the freedom of all, the masses have to be organized to deny freedom 
to the establishment and to overthrow it by force--which is contrary to the 
very idea of freedom. 



Utopia is based on love, revolution is based oil hatred, even if that 
hatred is motivated by love for the oppressed. The Old Testament enjoins 
both of these on man--to love the good and to hate the evil. That is 
why the Psalmist can say about evildoers with a sense of achievement: 

"I hate them with a perfect hatred" (Ps. 139:22). They knew that God 
loves the righteous and hates the wicked. 

But in the New Testament there is a new mood: "Repay no man evil 
for evil . . . Avenge not yourselves, but leave it to the wrath of God . . . 
Be subject to the authorities for all authority is from God. He who 
resists the authorities resists what God has appointed . . . Love your 
enemies. Be good to the just and the unjust." (Romans 12, 13 and Mt 5) 

The question before man is this. Utopia is the kingdom of God. 

In order to usher in the kingdom of God are we justified in using methods 
which are contrary to that kingdom? Can we liberate by unliberal methods? 

Here a simple Biblicism cannot provide us with the answers. There 
are a whole host of points to be taken into account. 

(a) In the Bible itself there is the example of Christ overthrowing the 
banker f s counters--that was a very violent and revolutionary act against 
an evil establishment. 

(b) There is the fact that the liberal approach to liberation often ends 
up in the establishment of a very oppressive and conservative group in 
power with the liberals salving the conscience of the nation with a little 
bit of ineffective critical writing and demonstration. 

(c) There is the powerful argument that there is violence deeply entrenched 
in society, destroying the dignity of man and by refusing to overthrow this 
violence by forceful and revolutionary means, the liberals are unwittingly 
supporting the violence that is endemic in society. The accusation is 

that the liberals are alienated from the exploited masses and are themselves 
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the beneficiaries of the exploitation* system which they so loudly denounce, 
but which they are unwilling to overthrow. 

All these three arguments, which one could develop further, provide 
justification for the revolutionary stance and commitment. But there is 
another aspect to the problem, about which East European Marxists are 
becoming more and more exercised. This problem may be briefly stated as 
the nemesis of hatred. Hatred is not something which we can summon and 
dismiss at will. Once you begin to hate the evil establishment and steel 
yourselves to use violent and cruel methods of unseating those in power, 
you develop habits and attitudes in which you may use the same methods 
against all your opponents when you are in power even in utopia. In 
other words the revolutionary methods used for the first phase of 
liberation have an inescapable and significant impact on the nature of 
utopia itself. Eastern European Communist leaders are complaining that 
Marxism-Leninism does not provide them with the basis for dealing with 
the nemesis of hatred and the fact of guilt which leads to alienation 
even among revolutionary leaders. 

Any theology of revolution that does not take fully into account 
these two related problems of the nemesis of hatred and the inevitability 
of guilt will be basically defective. But neither of these two problems 
should be used as adequate reasons for ruling out revolution as part of 
the means for the liberation of man. What we need further honest 
discussion on seems to me to be the nature of the dialectic between 
revolution and utopia in the struggle for liberation. 

I must conclude with a summing up of some of the issues raised by 
Marcuse and his critics in relation to revolution and liberation. 
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First, to me Marcuse himself seems alienated from the stark realities 
of poverty, exploitation and the mass murder of human dignity that is going 
on in our contemporary societies. While attacking the bourgeois ideology 
and mentality, he himself writes as one who lives in bourgeois comfort in 
a comfortable academic world. In thinking about a new humanity, he seems 
to say that this is something to be created in an advanced technological 
society even while two-thirds of the world is living in abject poverty. 

Is this possible or desirable? Can we create a non-repressive civilization 
in one part of the world, without waiting for the economic emancipation 
and cultural (including scientific-technological) growth of the rest of 
the world? The Black Power movement in America started out as a national 
movement. But at least the Black Panthers have realized that this is no 
longer possible. In a new statement written by the national office of the 
Black Panther party (Guardian/Panthers, February 1970, page 1) we find the 
following affirmation: 

!, The Black Panther party stands for revolutionary 
solidarity with all people fighting against the 
forces of imperialism, capitalism, racism and 
fascism. Our solidarity is extended to those 
people who are fighting these evils at home and 
abroad. Because we understand that our struggle 
for our liberation is part of a world-wide 
struggle being waged by the poor and the oppressed 
against imperialism and the world f s chief capitalist, 
the United States of America, we--the Black Panther 
party--understand that the most effective way that 
we can aid our Vietnamese brothers and sisters is 
to destroy imperialism from the inside, attack it 
where it breeds. 1 ' 

Thus the Black Panther party breathes the air of genuine proletarian 
internationalism while Marcuse speaks from a post-affluent society. 

Marcuse holds but little attraction for those who feel part of an international 
struggle for justice and peace in the world. The basic criticism of Marcuse 
levelled by his colleagues in Germany, that he remains outside the political 
struggle and seeks a cultural-romantic revolution without an economic and 
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political revolution for the liberation of man, seems thus justified. 

The second critique of Marcuse is closely related to the first and 
has also been raised by Habermas and Holz. Marcuse takes man as an ontological 
object--a dasein in the world, rather than as a historical and social 
reality. He is too individualistic and existentialist in his basic 
orientation even when speaking about man’s relation to his fellowmen. 

He does not give enough attention to the problems of structures, in their 
historical and dialectical perspective. Nor does he show how the famous 
qualitative jump from here to utopia is to be achieved. There can be no 
genuine liberation of man without his being able to control the structures 
that regulate his life as a corporate entity. Here the interesting debate 
in France between the structuralists under the leadership of Claude Levi- 
Strauss and the Existentialists with Jean-Paul Sartre at their head is of 
eminent interest to all concerned with the liberation of man. Levi-Strauss, 
like his counter-part Noam Chomski in this country, thinks that fundamental 
structures for language, or for human social organization are given, and 
of but limited variation. It is possible, the structuralists claim, to 
study scientifically, with absolute objectivity, the limited number of 
alternative structures open to any given human society at a given historical 
point in its development. It is up to that society to make the decision, 
again with scientific objectivity, to choose the particular structure that 
offers the maximum advantage, and then to build that structure. 

While the existentialists say, with Kierkegaard;"Truth is subjectivity^" 
4he structuralists say n Truth is objectivity.” By a study of the patterns 
of culture developed in the past by human society, it is possible to work 
out a strict science of structures. By sheer objective measurement and 
computation we are able to choose the right kind of structures. This 
ambitious claim of French ethnologists and anthropologists does not seem 
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to be receiving much attention in the Anglo-Saxon world. Jean Piaget has 
recently published an introduction to Structuralism, and a more objective 
introduction by Yvan Simonis was published in 1968, under the title 
Claude Levi-Strauss ou la n Passion de l f inceste n . I have a feeling that 
this Structuralism also belongs to the malaise of western civilization 
which is morally tired. Can we hand over all our moral choices to a 
computer? Can we build that perfect technological society where all evil 
and the possibility of evil has been banished? Have we yet resolved the 
Russian debate of the middle of the last century between two contemporaries 
of Kierkegaard--Dostoevsky and Chernishevsky? The latter feels that 
science and technology can build the perfect structure and the perfect 
society, (Chernishevsky, What is To Be Done ?) while Dostoevksy in his 
Notes from the Underground speaks about the man with the dour face who 
would want to assert his basic freedom by smashing the perfect structure 
which takes away his freedom, to be evil. 

I wish I had time to develop that question still further. But I want 
to go beyond Marcuse and Habermas to say man is both a structure-creating 
and structure-inhabiting animal, and also a person who is capable of 
standing alone in dignity, defying all structures and all external constraints. 
Man is both a dasein-in-the-world a La Heidegger , and a social being a la^ 
Marxism. Marcuse and the Marxists must get together to give us a more 
inclusive programme of liberation. 

A final point by way of conclusion. Most of us live in a measure of 
bourgeois comfort, and the call of freedom disconcerts us. For freedom 1 s 
call questions our love of security, comfort and ease. And can Christians 
afford to be secure, comfortable and at ease in a society which is basically 
unjust, exploitative, oppressive, violent, cruel, destructive of the dignity 
of man? Are we not put to shame by the fac^that the call for liberation 




has always to come from outside the church, and has to be basically anti¬ 
church? The French revolution, the first genuine outburst of freedom, 
the church opposed and later came to terms with in the Second VaticaTl 
Council. The Bolshevik Revolution, an outburst of freedom, however 
distorted and unfree it may have since become, also evoked a negative 
response from the church because i4-s bourgeois love of comfort was 
threatened. And now there are the revolutions of the Blacks and the 
students. Are we still goin^ to be threatened by these, or can we see in 
them the call to freedom coming from Christ and the Holy Spirit? 

It is significant that Eldridge Cleaver was a dope peddler and a 
rapist. Why did an oppressed and hounded man have to go to the depths 
of evil in order to find his freedom? I would say because in the churches 
which claimed the monopoly of freedom and goodness there was no room for 
a man who genuinely sought freedom and the good. I regard the Black Power 
movement as the most significant harbinger of the liberation for which 
James Reeb and Martin Luther King longed and suffered and died. If it has 
to be led by men with hatred as their power, with the willingness to shoot 
and kill as their shock technique, that is only an indictment of our 
society, not of the movement. So long as we Christians continue to love 
our comfort and our ease, rather than heed to the call for the liberation 
of man, we shall remain unfaithful to the One who came to set us free. 




Liberation and Development 
a Christian Answer 


In a world where the economic structures are 
unjustly tilted in favour of the propertied classes, 
more development may mean that more of the fruit 
of the labour of the working classes will be appro¬ 
priated by the propertied classes, and the gap be¬ 
tween the rich and the poor will thus only become 
wider. In this sense developmentalism can be seen 
as an ideology of the propertied classes, designed 
to make these classes richer at the expense of the 
working classes. It is in opposition to this develop- 
mentalist ideology that liberation theology has now 
arisen. And the opposition to liberation theology in 
certain influential Christian quarters, we believe, 
comes at least in part from their identification with 
the propertied classes to which some of the rich 
church establishments belong. 

There is no doubt that liberation theology poses 
a major threat to the vested interests of the affluent. 
Liberation theology begins with a critique and ex¬ 
posure of the neo-conservative ideological elements 
in certain prevailing types of Christian theology. 
Their allegation is that the establishments in the 
Christian churches are lined up with the propertied 
classes against the legitimate interests of the work¬ 
ing people, and that traditional Christian theology 
is in effect bolstering up the prevailing unjust eco¬ 
nomic and political order. These are allegations 
which the Christian Peace Conference and its Study 
Commission have to examine seriously. We have 
to scrutinize carefully some of the recent declara¬ 
tions of the Sacred Congregation on the Faith of 
the Roman Catholic Church condemming liberation 
theology on the flimsy ground that it is tainted 
with Marxist elements. It is our responsibility to 
help Christians to re-examine traditional theology 
and contemporary attempts to rehabilitate a myth¬ 
ical theology within a conservative politico-econom¬ 
ic ideology, in the light of these charges made by 
liberation theology and to assess the programme 
recommended by liberation theology to overcome 
and change the structures of injustice. 

It may be the case that liberation theology has 
often tended to neglect certain fundamental aspects 
of the Christian faith w hich understands, for exam¬ 
ple, the Kingdom of God as both historical, or this- 
worldly, and transcendent or eschatological. If that 
is true, that must be pointed out clearly and libera¬ 
tion theologians admonished to have a more com- 
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prehensive approach. It may be a fact that libera¬ 
tion theology has been primarily a product of Euro¬ 
pean colonial settlers in Latin America and does 
not adequately represent the aspirations and per¬ 
ceptions of native Americans. If that is so, that 
should certainly be pointed out. It may also be the 
case that liberation theology has not given adequate 
attention to certain dimensions of meaning in the 
Christian faith and especially to the personal and 
sacramental dimensions of life in the Body of 
Christ, and that it has emphasized political, econom¬ 
ic and cultural liberation at the expense of ques¬ 
tions of personal salvation and sacramental spirit¬ 
uality. If that is so, then the issue should be debated 
and clarified. But it cannot be Christian to dismiss 
liberation theology mainly on the grounds that 
these Christian theologians have learned to see the 
truth w ith the help of Marxist analytical procedures. 
One of the things that we have learned from recent 
discussions on hermeneutics is that there is no per¬ 
ception of truth that is completely free from all 
pre-conceptions. The Marxist pre-conception can be 
just as valid as any other, if it fits the facts. 

Why does the Old Order object so strenuously to 
liberation theology? I believe that the world’s 
market economy system is in a panic over four 
disturbing trends of the eighties: (a) stagnant pro¬ 
duction, (b) grooving unemployment, (c) shrinking 
w orld trade and (d) the grow ing debt burden of the 
developing countries. The following table will make 
this clear: 



Growth Rate 

Unemployment 

1980 

+ 1.2 % 

21 million 

1981 

+ 1.2 % 

25 million 

1982 

-0.5 % 

30 million 

1983 

+0.5 % 

34 million 


Increase in 

Debt Burden at the 


World Trade 

beginning of the year 

1980 

+ 1 % 

$ 406 billion 

1981 

0 % 

$ 465 billion 

1982 

—1 to —2 % 

$ 530 billion 

1983 

_1 0/ 

1 /O 

$ 626 billion 


The debt of the developing countries is approach¬ 
ing the astronomical level of $ 1000 billion in the 
current year (1985). And the paradoxical situatior 
is that despite all these debts, the private banks o: 



ho market economy world arc overflowing with 
iquid credit, and are looking around for borrower-. 
Cqually paradoxical is the fact that even though 
ome large developing countries, like India, have 
;rowth rates of up to 5 %, it is the commercial 
>anks of the market economy would who have the 
Iquid cash to spare, despite near-zero growth rates 
n market economy industrialized countries. 

This is what we mean by “tilted international 
eonomic structures”. We of the developing coun- 
ries produce more wealth and the banks of the de- 
eloped countries grow richer. How does it happen? 
here are many ways of making that happen. Here 
re some: 

. Investment money goes from the developing to 
the developed countries: c.g. in 1983, the Six Gulf 
States of the Arab Gulf Co-operation Council 
invested $338.46 billion, of which 85 ° 0 was in¬ 
vested in industrially dev eloped countries. 


2. Debt servicing charges alone come to billions o 
dollars a year, flowing out to developed countries 
so that more than half of the so-called interna 
tional aid is swallowed up by debt-service char 

ges. 

3. Prolit outflow from developing to dev elope< 
countries by TNCs becomes in four to live year 
more than the capital invested. After that, it i 
poor people’s money that flows continuouslyt< 
developed countries and their banks. 

4. The international t/ade and price fixing tech 
niques are so fitted together, as to facilitate highe 
prices for developing country imports without « 
corresponding increase in the prices of exports aiu 
sometimes even a fall in the prices of raw mater 
ials exported. More of poor people’s product! 
hav e to be exchanged for less of dev eloped coun 
try products. 

5. The native or indigenous industrial magnate! 


he CPC celebrates "Africa Sunday" every year as an expression of Christian solidarity with our African sisters and brothers 
lishop Dr. Tibor Bartha presents Canon Stanford Shauri, Secretary of the African CPC, with the collections from th< 
ungarian and Japanese churches. 





prefer to keep their capital invested or deposited 
abroad for reasons of capital security. 

6. Much of the borrowed foregin exchange of coun¬ 
tries in Asia, Africa and Latin America changes 
hands from government to government official 
and gets deposited in private accounts in western 
banks. 

There are many other subtler systems, like the 
international monetary system, which I will not 
analyze here. 

It is precisely against such a tilted system that 
liberation theology directs its forces. The system 
works in favour of an international elite that ex¬ 
ploits the majority and concentrates economic 
power in the hands of the propertied classes. The 
role played by Transnational Corporations in such 
a system should also come under survey in our 
meeting here. The entrepreneurial system, far from 
being one of free enterprise, is now working in 
favour of the large corporations over against small- 
scale private businesses. In a typical market 
economy, industrialized nation like Japan, there 
were 19,155 small companies which failed or went 
bankrupt in 1983, and more than 20,000 in 1984. 
In just one month last year (August 1984), 1,682 
companies went under, leaving a liability to share¬ 
holders and creditors of 264.7 billion yen. Power 
becomes concentrated in the hands of fewer and 
fewer corporations as the years roll by. 

* * * 

The life of these corporations is heavily de¬ 
pendent on the military market and defense con¬ 
tracts. Lockheed, one of the largest military con¬ 
tractors, disclosed last week plans for a ten 
billion dollar expansion (Herald Tribune, March 21, 
1985), mainly directed to war production. They are 
not banking on any great expansion in the civilian 
consumer market, but on plans like that of the 
Reagan Administration to spend 1,800 billion dol¬ 
lars on armament in 1985—89. Already this year 
the defense expenditures of the world reaches a tril¬ 
lion dollars, and without this expenditure, most of 
these corporations could not survive. Genuine dis¬ 
armament spells death to these companies and their 
beneficiaries, including millions of shareholders. 

The Strategic Defense Initiative, or “Star Wars” 
programme, is only part of a giant economic race 
to privatize and commercialize space itself. It seems 
clear now that those who can afford to manufacture 
pharmaceuticals, semi-conductors and certain other 
delicate products in space-based factories can cap¬ 
ture the market in these commodities. Here the 
Americans feel cheated, because the U.S. govern¬ 
ment does not directly subsidize research in these 
fields by private companies, whereas European 


companies, heavily subsidized by W. European 
governments, seem to be several steps ahead in this 
field. Arianespace, a private French company whose 
largest shareholder is the French government, holds 
ownership rights on the Ariane rocket, developed 
by the European Space Agency (a council of 11 
European countries that supervises nearly all major 
space projects in Europe). It has sent up about five 
communications satellites, each costing about $25 
mHlion. Americans cannot compete; for, without 
state subsidies, their Delta rocket charges about 
$42 million for each launch (Herald Tribune, March 
21, 1985). 

One of the products they want to perfect in space 
is a cure for diabetes, which involves separating tiny 
particles from a solution by electrophoresis or im¬ 
parting an electrical charge to them in a no-gravity 
environment. The American shuttle sent up this 
month (March 1985) has, they say. an experimental 
space factory to produce just 1—5 litres of this cure. 
If successful, next November the American com¬ 
pany McDonnel Douglas will send a production 
plant weighing only 2 1/2 tons into space by No¬ 
vember this year. Once the Food and Drug Adminis¬ 
tration approves this drug, enormous profits are 
within reach of McDonnel Douglas. 

The hope of the establishment elite in world 
capitalism is to capture the world markets in food, 
health, communications and armaments within 
a few years. That seems the only way to forestall 
the collapse of the capitalist system. This requires 
(a) that the western nations, with or without the 
collaboration of Japan, should have unquestioned 
military superiority over other nations, and (b) 
within the western nations a few transnational cor¬ 
porations should be able to control the political and 
economic process directed to higher profit for the 
corporations. Both western dominance of the world, 
and the dominance of governments by TNCs are 
essential. 

Military spending helps these corporations in so 
many ways: 

a) by boosting the capitalist economies through 
growing military spending and gaining a larger 
share of the arms market; 

b) by using secret military research for commercial 
purposes, without research costs to the company 
itself; 

c) by charging exorbitant prices to the defense 
establishments and thereby enhancing the cor¬ 
poration’s profits. 

You may have read about the disclosures made 
by US Representative Barbara Boxer last Septem¬ 
ber that: 

a) General Dynamics charged the Defense Depart¬ 
ment $7,417 for an alignment pin costing 3 cents; 



) McDonnel Douglas charged the Defense Dept. 

$2,0 Id for a nut costing 13 cents: 
l Pratt and Whitney charged the Defense Dept. 

$1,118 for a plastic stool cover costing 22 cents; 
) Hughes Aircraft charged the military $2,543 for 
a circuit breaker costing $3.64 (Herald Tribune, 
Sept. 29/30. 1984). 

The same newspaper reported that the Army had 
verpaid $84 million to Ford Aerospace for one 
nti-aircraft gun. 

The Transnational Corporations have a big stake 
i military spending; their financing of the political 
rocess in any country demands that they get a very 
ig share of the fruit of other people’s labours, so 
ley can kick back some money to control the po- 
tical process. 

We need to look here at the TNC’s role in making 
(‘stern decisions to intervene in Nicaragua or 
Vdand. to carryout military exercises in the Pacif- 
*. to keep U.S. forces and missiles in South Korea 
veil 40 years alter the war there is over, to keep 
h’ego Dareia as a bastion of western nuclear power 
ver the world, to keep up the white minority 
‘gime in South Africa and not to allow Namibia 
> have its freedom, to keep supplying arms to 
Ighan guerrillas so that the U.S.S.R. will not be 
ble to withdraw its troops from that country, and 


to promote de-stabilization moves in all countries 
w hich do not serve the interests of the TNCs. We 
should, as workers for peace with justice, expose 
that role sufficiently clearly to win the people of 
America. Western Furope, Australia and Japan, 
and of all countries as allies and co-workers in the 
struggle for peaceful and just societies. 

Our fight is not against the W est, but against an 
international elite who want to uphold the system 
that provides affluence for the few at the expense 
of the poverty of the majority, that permits hun¬ 
dreds of thousands in Africa to perish through famine 
and drought without coming to their aid in a deter- 
mined and farsighted manner, and who would want 
to oppose all movements for detente and reduction 
in armaments for they perceive these movements 
to be against their privileged interests. These are 
the principalities and powers from which we seek 
liberation today. Formidable indeed is the power of 
the military-industrial-financial complex — which 
includes TNCs and banking establishments, as y\ell 
as arms makers and traders. But by far more power¬ 
ful is the hand of the Lord, and when the human 
spirit gives itself to the Spirit of the Lord, in silence 
and repentance, but also in committed action, the 
Lord will act. Justice with Peace 'will come. For 
that day of the Lord, yve w ill pray and w ork. 


ie CPC Working Committee meeting: Dr. A. K. Thampy (India), Metropolitan Filaret of Kiev and Galicia and Dr. Richard 
ndriamanjato Madagascar 








LIBERATION AT THE WELL 
Reflections of a Repentant Maid 
(fir Paul Verghese) 


At the well a woman of Samaria met the Master. In 
aoeiing him she met her destiny as well. The course of her life 
was totally altered. Till then she had lived her life "to the 
full" - five husbands and all that. She was an experienced woman; 
but her experience had made her bitter, cynical, hard. Everybody 
was out to do hie or her own thing she had realized. And nobody 
cared for anybody else. She found herself in the wilderness of 
lovelessness and alienation. No path seemed to ledd out of it and 
the scorching wind of despair blew mercilessly on her bruised face 
and soul. 


Then suddenly, in a moment of grace, the vision had 
been granted her. The liberating vision. The vision of the Master. 
And in seeing the Master, she saw herself as well, as she was. For 
the Master was the unique one in whom all men and all women could 
find themselves. He was the source from which all creation had 
received its life. He is also the source from which women in the 
wilderness could draw the water of life, the water that gives life 
in the midst of death. 

And today, in the wilderness of our despair, where 
shall wisdom be found? How shall the liberating vision be seen? 

7/ho shall open the springs of life in the midst of death and despair? 
Who shall liberate us from bondage - bondage to the humdrum and 
the commonplace, bondage to boredom and meaninglessness, bondage 
to a life of unfulfilling excitements and hopes of bliss turned to 


ashes and dust in the hand? 



Man is made to be free. So is woman. But what is 


freedom? The man from Tarsus, who knew the mind of the Master t 
once said to the Galatiansi "For freedom you have been called, 
friends. Only don't use your freedom as a spring board for the 
k lusts of your body, but rather use it to serve each other in love” 

Freedom means being free to do what you please. Yes, 
but the way you use your freedom determines your being. Doing 
my own thing is all right. That is what the Master wants us to do. 
But the thing we do creates other things. That is the tension of 
freedom. One must do one's own thing, and not someone else's. 
Neither should one do the things that other people tell one to do. 

I had often wemnd wondered as a child why God did not 
make us in such a way that we would simply do what God wants us to 
do. I had also wondered why God had not told us more clearly what 
things to do and what not to. I began growing up when I realized 
that what I wanted God to do was to make me a machine. An automobil 
for example. It simple does what you want it to do. Though 
even automobiles at times do also some things which we do not want 
it to do. Like stalling, going flat, or belching out gusts of 
poisonous vapour. Even the automobile seems to have a measure of 
freedom. But we hardly blame the automobile for acting the way 
it does. We would rather blame the men who made the car rather than 
the car itself. The car is not responsible, for it is not free to 
make decisions. 

A machine makes no mistakes. It may go wrong, but that 
is simply because it obeys the laws of the material that makes it 
up. We too, in our fear of freedom, would sometimes like to be 



like a machine. If something goes wrong in the things we do, we 
try to say it is the fault of the material or the mistake of its 
maker. 


We are not allowed to be machines, however much we may 
wish so. Hen and women are not meant to be manipulated by feasts of 
"human mm engineering"* We have been giken the power to transform 
the material of which we are made, and to make something good and 
distinctive of ourselves. 

That is true freedom - this potentiality to be transmuted 
and to become good. It is part of our freedom to do what we pleasep 
to do our own thing. But the thing we do is always a transforming 
action. If transforms ourselves as well as the world in which we are 
plea placed. And that is why, in doing our own thing we have to be 
mindful of how it affects others and the world. For others and the 
world are also expected to become good, beautiful and true as a 
result of our actions. 

Here are the two sides of the tension of freedom. First, 
doing my own thing cannot be separated from the life and being of 
others and the world. This calls for certain structures for our 
life. So that each person doing his or her own thing adds up to the 
whole of mankind and the whole world becomes good. We cannot choose 
pure anomia . pure anarchy or lawlessness, and yet each person must 
be free to do his or her own chosen good. But secondly, there is 
the other side of the tension of freedom. If we find the perfect 
structure that would ensure that every person is able to do only that 
which is for the good of the whole, then we lose our freedom and 
become mere cogs in the wheel. We would then be doing good not 
because we are really good, but simply because the structure does not 
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allow ub to do anything else. There we lose our freedom. 

Liberation is thus the constant tension and 
struggle between the authority of structure, and the freedom of the 
person. Both are necessary} fe* but the ultimate is the freedom 
of man, and structure and authority are but instruments for 
use in the attainment of the freedom of man. 

Structures are often blind. The structure of 
Samaritan Society haa cast the Samaritan woman out, for she had 
violated its rules. And yet the Master found her, gave her life, 
liberty and meaning. Samaritan society was not equipped to deal with 
her 

Today, 2000 years later, we are in the same situation, 
though the gospel of freedom has been here for two millennia. We 
still judge people by the accepted norms of our society and cast 
out those who do not conform. The most gifted and the most creative 
are the ones who usually find it difficult to obey the rules always. 
They see that the rules often inhibit creativity that life has rules 
that transcend the rules of society. From such people alone new 
patterns of life can come, but society shifles them or despises 
them, for fear of change . 

Now liberation can come only when both these things 
happen simultaneously - the creative individual is given freedom to 
oreats, and his or her creativity is allowed to change the pattern 
of life for the rest of us. 

Take for example the women*s liberation movement. The 
oppression of woman is as old as humanity. The humanity hunting male 



was more aggressive and so became dominant. This male 
aggressiveness, taking new and civilized forms has recently been 
expressing itself in the drive for world domination through 
political and economic conquest. Making money, cut-throat competition, 
rising to the top, the sanctification of success the exercise 
of uninhibited power, aggression against possible rivals to the 
domineering instinct - these are the values of a male dominated 
society. Women too have tried to succeed along the same lines, 
occaesionally; in that process they became aggressive domineering 
males in all but sex. The majority of women have been drawn, willy- 
nilly, into a secondary role as home-makers for the men of an 
aggressive and acquisitive society. Political and economic power 
is always wilded by men, of course not without appearing or deludeing 
the woman voter. 

This domineering instinct of the male has been conceptually 
justified on a variety of pretexts - from a pseudo-biblical teaching 
about man's mastery over nature to pseudo-biological assertions 
about coital positions. Women have occasionally raised protests, 
mostly to the effect that they should have equal right to dominate 
with the male. They have resented the fact that major decisions are 
always made by males in almost all political and economic matters - 
matters that determine the shape and structure of humanity. 

It is only recently that there has been a genuinely audible 
protest - one that males cannot afford to grin and forget. But 
even in the present protest there are two fundamental factors that 
hamper its effectiveness. 



First t there is the fact that the number of protesting 
women seems quite limited. The student protest) which stems from 
similar roots) became largely ineffective) primarily because not 
more than of the total student body were actively committed. 
Similarly the majority of women in America still remain largely 
uncommitted to the movement for nromen's liberation. This makes 
it easy for critics to allege fad..ism, and to condemn it as a means 
of working out life's frustrations for a few. Such charges need not, 
however, be taken seriously, for not protest movement of large 
aggregates of humanity can even hope to acquire the active involve¬ 
ment of more than a creative minority. The majority may in the 
beginning stand aloof or even actively oppose, but sooner or 
later they are bound to see and even to reap its benefits. 

The second charge is that of discordance. Even the protestors 
are lacking in unanimity. They are sure neither of what they are 
protesting against nor of what they want. This is partly inevitable 
for women's protest is but one aspect of a general pwee« protest 
against the evils of society as it is presently constituted. Black 
women, for example, generally refuse* to join the women*8 lib movement, 
for they feel identified with black men in the more intensive protest 
against white, rather than male, domination. For many black women, 
women's lib seems a manoeuvre intended to distract and side-track the 
black protest movement. 

Even among white women, there is no ideological consensus 
beyond the one goal of putting an end to male domination. Some would 
simple fight for equal rights in social and sexual freedom, political 
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and economic power, in employment opportunities and in wage 
structure. Others are more perceptive in demanding a new structure 
of society itself, based no longer on the male principles of 
aggression, acquisition and domination, but rather on mutual 
concern, compassionate service and imaginative creativity. 

XX XX XX 

It is at this point that one repentant male would like to 
offer a few reflections for the consideration of males and females 
alike. These reflections have their roots in the Christian faith 
and are offered merely as a standing point for discussion and decision 
within the Christian community, though such discussion should never 
be limited to Christians alone. 

1. Humanity, made in the image of God, comprises of both man and 
woman as complementary realities, each incomplete in itself and 
incapable of fulfilment without the other. Woman's liberation and 
fulfilment are thus part of humanity’s search for freedom and significances. 
The woman of Samaria was set free by the Master, in order to return 
to her village to call the men of her society to the Master's presence. 

For until they too were liberated, her freedom would remain incomplete 
and incapable of fulfilment in a society that remains unfree and unjust. 

The word of the woman led the men of Samaria to the Word of God, and 
today this has to happen again. Women alone can bring the necessary 
fecundity of imagination and the poetic creativity essential fol? the 
reconstruction of a society bled to death by the ruthless aggression 
of the male "reality principle". 
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Women's protest is by far the most significant and potentially 
the most effective instrument for the negation of the present which 
alone can pave the way for affirming a better future. It is significant 
because it is made in the name, even if not with the conscious 
consent^ of one-half of humanity. Only such a vast segment of humanity 
can be a sufficient counterweight to the obduracy of present structures. 
It is potentially the most effective for, in a world numbed by 
ideological cerebration, intellectual disputation and pragmatic 
calculation, only woman can inject the necessary amount of imagination, 
creativity, joy and beauty and love into the very structures of 
society. 

The first main point is this that women, in their very 
seeking of liberation for themselves, should in the same act will 
the liberation of the whole of manking. 

2, V/omen's liberation movement should not bo an alternative to 

other movements of liberation, especially that of the Blacks in America 
and Southern Africa. When the White women's liberation movement joins 
hands, even if rather one-sidedly, (for the Blacks are at the moment 
in no mood to accept white women's support without question) with the 
Black movement for liberation, the stage would at least have been set 
for a total re-orientation of western society. Women's lib should 
not separate itself thus from other movements of liberation, even 
if such movements are unwilling to trust the white women or to 
co-operate with them. Only when the women's liberation movement becomes 
identified with all the oppressed people and takes up their cause for 
their liberation as well, can it become genuinely creative today. 



3. Women’s lib should help western society to get out of its 
present parochial by group egoism, by focussing on world issues in 
which America is involved* Women should learn the facts about the 
world's economic and political situation. They should ask the 
euq questions with earnestness: Who keeps two-thirds of the world 
poor and one-third rich? Why is it not possible to give equal 
pay for equal work all over the world? Why should the Brazilian 
who grows my coffee or the Cuban who used to produce my sugar get 
only a small fraction of the wages that the American who makes my 
automobile gets? Is American industry exploiting both the ordinary 
people of Amerioa, as well as the rest of the world which has to buy 
from America? Is our military machine the main cause for prolonging 
the war in South hast Asia? How can the major aspect of male 
domination in the world - the ax military-industrial complex of the 
U.S.A. - be made to behave more responsibly? Why is it not possible 
for the U.N. to become a more effective instrument for justice and 
peace in the world? Are the big powers the main obstacles to world 
government and world democracy? How can business, sales, advertising, 
and hm bureaucratic organization be made more humane and less dehumanizing 

4 . Women's liberation movement should clarify its goals and 
purposes with greater clarity and begin to pioneer in new constructive 
operations. At present the movement is chaotic and disorganized 
somewhat inevitable in the first stages of a powerful upsurge of 
human energy and feeling. But it will gain the support of wide 
sectors of both male andfemale humanity all over the world only when 
it begins to show positive elements of imagination and creativity. 

How to live, how to organize society, how to educate - these are 
important questions to which women's lib should give not merely 
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theoretical answers, but actually pioneer in demonstrative experiments 
which bring imagination and creativity into play. It may also have 
much to teach the Church which has gone dry and lifeless through 
centuries of male domination. 

** ** ** 

The woman at the well became the liberator of the Samaritan 
people, in the very act of finding her liberation. The movement 
for the liberation of women in our time will be evaluated by the 
future in terms of the degr® to which it liberates the whole mankind 
from war, oppression, exploitation, and injustice. 
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THE LIBERATION OF MAN 


A Chapter from an unpublished Manuscript 

by 

Father Paul Verghese 


Where is man going? 

Wherever he goes, he better start where he is. 

The last third of the twentieth century is where he seems to be. The second 
half of this century has certainly so far at least, been the half-century of the 
liberation of man. 

Will it also be the half-century of man's attainment of freedom? For freedom 
is surely more than liberation. It includes man's becoming man. Liberation only 
places us on the threshold of freedom. 

Since mid-century liberation has taken five forward steps, and thus brought 
mankind closer to the threshold of freedom. 

Our half-century began with political de-colonialization. The Philippines, 
India, Burma, Pakistan, Ceylon and Indonesia were among the first to break loose. 
Gandhi, Nehru, Jinnah, Soeharno, and others became the symbols of a new hope of 
human dignity for all. A decade or so later, Africa followed suit. Emanci¬ 
pation brought a wild excitement and a new vitality to the repressed people of the 
dark continents. 1500 million people broke their political chains, and marched 
with a new confidence into the wide arena of world reality. 

In the light of continuing economic enslavement, political emancipation 
proved a heady wine that brought on the headaches that often go with the sobriety 
of the morning after. 

And yet this step of emancipation soon led to the second - the awakening of 
negro self-consciousness in the Afro-American peoples. The sit-ins and the bus 
boycotts snow-balled to become Black Power and the defiance of white superiority. 
It was again the Son of Man waking up to snap the shackles that bound him. 

The third movement begins to break another bond - that of Socialist 
dictatorship. Yugoslavia pioneered. Hungary tried to break her fetters, but was 
mercilessly rebound. So did Czechoslovakia in more recent times. But the read 
liberation is going on in another quarter - in the realm of ideas. 

It began perhaps in 1956 with the revolt of the Polish and Hungarian marxist 
writers. Gomulka’s apparently effective repression of the revolt in Poland was 
however not by any means the end of the story. Polish writers continued to 
insist even on lUth March 196U, on the point made by the Young Marx in 18U2: "the 
free press is the manifestation of the vigilance of spirit of a people, the 
expression of their self-confidence, the link that relates the person to the 
State and to the world". 
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The letter of the 3*» Polish writers against censure led only to further 
intimidation and repression. 

The writers have refused to give up. In other socialist countries, including 
Russia, open letters from writers began to appear. The new martyrs of literature 
become the heroes of the socialist underground. 

In February 1968 , the Polish writers again spoke up when the Government 
forbade the continuing performance of the play ’Dziady’. The extraordinary 
session of the Writers Association Conference on February 29th saw a bold 
resolution against Government censure received with furtive but widespread app¬ 
lause. Many senior writers spoke out with unprecedented audacity against the 
"creatures in dotage" who suppressed the dignity of Polish literature. 

M. Gomulka, whose formal education did not go far beyond the primary level, soon 
took repressive measures against the intellectual rebels, charging them of anti- 
soviet and anti-Party activities. 

There is a new vitality in the literature of the communist societies, which 
because it is an upsurge of human freedom, cannot be ultimately repressed. 

One is not naive enough to think that all who revolt against communist 
dictatorship do so in the cause of authentic freedom. Many may be already too 
much attracted by the successes of the bourgeois west which they would like to 
emulate. But there is no doubt that the two great historic structures denying 
human freedom - the Roman Catholic Church and the Communist Party - are both 
having earth-tremors which forebode at least an eruption if not a major quake. 

A fourth and perhaps most significant chain that is being broken is that of 
the authority of the older generation. Youth in revolt has never been so radical 
and so powerful. Student rebellions were first introduced into politics in the 
present writer’s memory, by the Quit India Movement in India in 19^2. Students 
were encouraged by political leaders to protest against colonial oppression. Now 
that protest has grown in a quarter-century to proportions that alarm the political 
leaders as much as university administrators. 1967-68 has seen student protests 
in Argentina, Belgium, Berlin, Brazil, Britain, Colombia, Congo Kinshasa, 
Czechoslovakia, France, West Germany, East Germany, Ethiopia, India, Indonesia, 
Ireland, Japan, Korea, Lebanon, Malaysia, Mexico, the Netherlands, Nigeria, 
Pakistan, Poland, South Africa, Spain, Tunisia, Turkey, and U.S.A, 

The most significant of these may be the American, the French and the 
Polish-Czechoslovakian protests. The events in France that began with the student 
revolt at the University of Nanterre on March 22nd, 1968 are regarded by the Fren¬ 
ch as the most important political development since 1871, if not since l8W. 
Students are taking to the barricades again in their fight against an oppressive 
establishment. May 11, 1968 saw Paris rocked to it6 bottom by student revolt. 

It is a revolt against the magistral authority of the Professor and the 
Administrator, a demand for freedom for the student to choose what he should learn 
and how he should live while in university. 

The last bastion of authority has been the Roman Catholic Church, The 
authority of the Pope as Pastor Universal was considered beyond question by 
intelligent Roman Catholic theologians until a few years ago. Even after the 
Vatican Council Pope Paul VI had managed to assume an authoritarian role which 
seemed to go against the spirit of the Council. When however, he boldly with 
incredible audacity, spoke up in his Humanae Vitae against the practice of 
artificial birth control, the world-wide reaction to it seems to promise a new 
upsurge of intellectual and moral freedom within the bosom of the Catholic Church. 
Catholic bishops and theologians are now openly encouraging disobedience to papal 
authority. 
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These five revolts against authority - against political colonialism, 
against white supremacy, against socialist dictatorship, against the intel¬ 
lectual establishment, and against ecclesiastical authority, are all five far 
from consummated. Only when these movements of our half-century attain full force 
and courage can we say that we are reaching the threshold of freedom. We are 
still in the negative phase of freedom - that of liberation from bondage. 

Even at that point there are issues still to be clarified. There is an 
intellectual task to be accomplished before mankind can march forward to the 
attainment of freedom. As the French say, in 1789 the people took the Bastille. 

On May 13, 1968, they "took the word" ( la prise de parole ) in the "capture" of 
the Sorbonne by student radicals. The days of detached academic neutrality are 
over, they claim. Mankind through a limited number of pioneering youth, is swung 
into an upsurge of the poetic consciousness. Words now come from the heart, 
charged with feeling, not numbed with cerebration. 

For the moment this poesy, this creative use of the word, remains a cry of 
protest more than a picture of the future. But in that seed of protest are the 
genes and chromosomes that shall determine the future, in large part. Four 
aspects of this protest are well worth heeding. 

Law and Order 


First there is the protest against the absolutization of law and order. At 
its more superficial level, the three candidates of the American Presidential 
election of 1968 had all to use this guarantee of law and order as their central 
platform in appealing for the votes of the American public. And it is not merely 
in economically well-established societies that we see this inordinate regard for 
law and order even at the expense of the claims of Justice and dignity. In less 
developed countries like India, where the forces of linguistic and communal 
parochialism threaten to rend the hard-won unity of the nation, the cry for a 
strong police seems to sway the public. 

At a more sophisticated level, people like Professor Andre Philip, of 
France, have been arguing that revolutions belong only to the past, and if in the 
underdeveloped countries some people are still dreaming and talking of revolution, 
they will soon be cured of it when they become more advanced like European 
societies. 

He seems to argue that the technological era does not permit wholesale 
revolution, but can only promote piecemeal change. First there is the element 
of cost. The machinery of production has been put up at such great cost, and to 
ask for_it to be overthrown by revolution is foolish, according to Prof. 

Philip.' Secondly, technology in itself implies a built-in machinery for change. 
And our technological society will therefore need no revolutions. 

How utopianly bourgeois a dream that is! The way in vhich bourgeois love of 
comfort and therefore of law and order, distorts human reasoning seems simply 
incredible. Whatever be the cost, when men are being destroyed in their freedom 
and dignity by a system, that system has to be overthrown, for no system is as 
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valuable as man. Tr bring in the issue of cost is perhaps symptomatic of what is. 
happening to human values in western society. However much built-in machinery 
for change a technological society may have, the use of such machinery is in the 
hands of those in power. The oppressed cannot simply wait till those in power 
feel well disposed enough to do some research into their problems, and propose some 
remedies at minimum cost to the holders of power. 

This absolutization of a particular system of law and order is one of the 
great idolatries of western liberal and conservative alike. 

Planned change within the given structure of law and order, sometimes 
romantically termed "change by constitutional means", does take place in all 
societies whether in Russia or America, Cuba or Korea. To cease to change would 
be to ossify and die. 

But constitutional change cannot always unseat a class from the throne of 
power. In many Latin American countries, for example, it is becoming increasingly 
clear that the political machinery is completely controlled by the economically 
dominant class, often allied to North American investors. North American 
exploitation of the economy of Latin America favours this ruling class while it 
progressively impoverishes the masses. Those who control economic and political 
power cannot be expected to introduce the necessary changes by constitutional 
means which would in effect deprive them of their power. To justify such a 
political and economic structure in the name of law and order is to reveal a 
bestial insensitivity to the sufferings of the oppressed and exploited. 

The Christian faith affirms that the present structure of law and order is a 
human creation, and is not to be absolutized. It should be questioned, examined, 
and if found to be an oppressive idol, should be overthrown, even if that brings 
the roof of the temple over our heads. This is the spirit of the student protest. 

«* Law and order as a structured pattern of living indeed seems to be God-given; 
but no particular system is. Even the revolutionary and the guerrilla has his 
own law and order. No society can long survive without some form of law and order. 

The particular system of law and order in which we live, if found inadequate 
to the needs of fostering human freedom and dignity, will have to be overhauled. 

An alienated system of law and order, over which man is powerless and which 
continues to dictate to him against his own better Judgement, certainly has become 
demonic. 

Violence 


A second intellectual error persists in our societies in relation to the 
issue of violence and non-violence. 

By violence we mean the use of excessive strength against the will of another 
to produce injury or damage to person or property. 

The word ’revolution* creates many negative reactions in peoples’ minds 
mostly because of its association with violence. But revolution need not imply 
broken skulls, machine guns and blood-baths. We speak of the industrial 
revolution, the technological revolution and the cybernetic revolution, when all 
we mean is a radical change in the means of production and distribution. These 
revolutions entail a chain reaction of sweeping change in human social relations 
and living conditions. 



- 5 - 

What most men fear seems to be political revolution. Here we mean the 
application of force to change the seat of power against the will of those in 
power. Not all political revolutions are violent in character. The Greek military 
Junta took over power in 19&7 with a minimum of skull-breaking and blood-baths. 

It was a revolution, even if the Junta in power remains a reactionary force in 
most respects. 

But the application of excessive strength to cause injury or damage to 
persons and property need not always be clearly visible. Damage can be done to 
human persons by a system which on the surface appears non-violent. Such damage 
is more subtle because we can more clearly see and more readily react against 
physical damage to human bodies and property than we can against damage to the 
dignity, freedom and humanity of people. The excessive power used is not physical 
but economic and technological. 

Most of our present systems of political and economic organization are 
oppressive and destructive of human dignity. Violence is endemic, built into the 
system, wherever big business or the landed aristocracy concentrates power in its 
own hands and uses that power to control the government of the people. Wherever 
Justice is denied to the weak, wherever the dignity of man is violated, wherever 
people are forced into the slums or reduced to sub-human standards of living, in 
such societies violence is entrenched in the system itself. Constitutional 
change may be inadequate in such cases to deal with the problem in its 
fundamentals. Violent revolution or the forcible overthrow of those in power 
against their will may be the only means available for redressing the violence 
endemic in the system. 

To refuse to support such revolution on the ground that violence is not 
Christian involves us in the dilemma that by our very refusal we are supporting 
the systematic violence. We are in such a case confronted with a choice between 
two evils. Here a sensitive Christian conscience finds it difficult to make an 
easy decision that would keep his hands clean. 

The Christian, however, cannot be so naive as to think that simply by 
choosing to apply violence against the violent system, one has found the solution 
to the problem. Violence has its own nemesis, as we so well know these days. It 
is not possible to use hatred and violence as tools of regaining self esteem and 
dignity, without having a price to pay. It is much cleaner to die as a martyr in 
the course of a revolutionary struggle than to win that struggle and ascend to 
the seat of power.For in the very application of violence to others, one becomes 
changed within oneself. One does violence to one's own dignity in the process of 
applying forgiveness. 

The prophets of the Old Testament were sometimes violent in their 
denunciation of the oppressor and the exploiter. God himself is violent in his 
retribution of justice as we see it in history. 

The Christian revolutionary has to exercise severe self-discipline in order 
to be fit to enter the revolutionary struggle. Certain elementary principles 
have to be observed. 

He should be pure in his motivation. He does not enter the struggle either 
to escape from the complications of his own personal life, or to wreak a personal 
vendetta on individuals or the class in power which has done him wrong. His 
motivation has to be a participation in God's compassion for the oppressed and 
the downtrodden, and a genuine desire to see a Just society in which even the 
erstwhile oppressor, properly chastened, can play his part in dignity. 



He cannot seek .j^wer for the ss^ie of power or for lording it over others. 

He has to share the poverty and suffering of the oppressed, and to sacrifice his 
own property and comfort for the sake of the revolutionary struggle. This is 
where the Christian liberal often becomes a hypocrite - in the inconsistency 
between his profession of solidarity with the poor and his practice of a level of 
living not within the means of the poor. 

Even after coming to power in a victorious struggle, the Christian has to 
continue to be unsparing of himself, and to remain disciplined, willing to undergo 
hardship for the sake of building up a society of Justice. He refuses to accept 
privilege and comfort as the prize for his unselfish efforts. He continues to be 
a cross-bearer to the very end, always willing to forego his own interests in the 
interest of the people whom he serves. 

The decision to enter a revolutionary struggle thus involves for the 
Christian a momentous decision to walk the way of the cross to the very end, 
expecting neither comfort nor applause in return for his sacrifice. 

One thing seems clear. We are essentially wrong if we assume that we can 
walk into the heaven of freedom without a struggle. The smooth comfortable passage 
to a utopia through technology and constitutional Government is a bourgeois 
liberal dream which has no Christian content. The whole Gospel is the message of 
a continuing battle with the forces of evil. The principalities and powers ranged 
against the Prince of Peace will not be conjured away by Parliamentary speech - 
making, democratic electioneering and technological Jugglery. They are determined 
to stay entrenched and give battle till the end when the day of the Lord shall 
dawn. 

The Urban Paradise 

A third mistaken assumption underlying much of our thinking as Christians is 
that the kingdom of God is some form of an urban technological civilization, a 
'secular city' spread world-wide. 

Our age is already being called, among other things, the 'post-city age'. 

The traditional city is fast disappearing. Our pragmatic approach to life had 
once thought that a world-wide net-work of interconnected cities would be the cure 
for most of our social ills. " The City is dead - Long Live the City" is the 
title of a publication in 1966 of the Center for Planning and Development Research 
at the University of California, Berkeley. The city is a spatial entity, 
spatially organized. But communications have been developing so fast, that 
geography is almost being overcome. The urban-rural distinction is becoming 
increasingly difficult to maintain. A kind of national urban society seems to be 
emerging in most western countries as well as in Japan. We may be on the way to 
building a planet-wide cosmopolis. Some form of an inter-national community has 
already begun to take shape. Many regard themselves not as permanently belonging 
to any particular city or nation, but as citizens of the world sharing in a 
cosmopolitan culture. The planet is their city and nation. These men are 
already the ordinary men of tomorrow, when the world will be Just one great city. 

Rarely does one hear a questioning of this line of optimistic thinking. The 
society of the girded loin, a nation of universal conquistadores, we are out to 
build a brave new world, where we shall all live happily everafter. In this 
urban technological paradise we will all be "free" - i.e. able to say "I am my own 
man" and "I can do my own thing". This unusual blend of universal-technological 
collectivism and a stupendously romantic individualism often form the substance 
of our notion of salvation. 
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"What we have perfected is technology, and 
it is technology on which most men, most 
places, most times, rest such vague hopes 
as still stir. It is now in or almost in 
our hand to feed lavishly, clothe, and 
render 'literate' the world, to live in 
virtually instantaneous, ubiquitious 
'communication', to annihilate nearly all 
physical distance, to command more energy 
than we can use, to engineer mood and per¬ 
haps perception at will, to write such 
genetic prescriptions as we wish, to make 
such men as whim may dictate. The uni¬ 
verse capitulates. We are everywhere trium¬ 
phant. But a premonitory smell of cosmic 
Neroism is in the air, and the cry of 'stop 
the world; I want to get off' has become, 
whether absurd or not, pervasive and in¬ 
sistent". 74. 

Not as pervasive and insistent as one wishes, you may like to say to the 
Dean of the Center for the Study of Democratic Institutions in Santa Barbara, 
California. Most intellectuals, especially theologians, continue to be naive 
and utopian in their hopes of the secular city and the technological paradise. 
Mastering facts by research, planning, programming, engineering, executing, 
evaluating, feedbacking, renovating, we merrily march our way to progress, only 
to find that we have lost ourselves along the way. 

And that is what the "hippie" is protesting against. Freedom does not come 
by the mere external control of reality. The hippie knows it almost as well as 
did St. Gregory of Ilyssa in the 4th century. One has to "find one's head", to 
be , to make sure that one is , even when one has stopped doing and started resting. 

Man cannot be , Just by doing, and by doing it for one's own advantage and 
by doing what others expect of us or force us into doing. In our search for 
freedom, we have to seek more than the control of external reality. We cannot 
afford to lose ourselves in the process of gaining mastery of the universe, 

"For what benefit is it to man 
if he gains the whole cosmos while 
losing his own soul? Or what can he 
provide as substitute for his own soul? 

Mt. 16:26 

"Being one's own man" calls for more than "doing one's own thing". St. 
Gregory of Nyssa had already made clear that any mastery of the universe un¬ 
accompanied by a mastery of one's own self, cannot lead to true eleutheria of 
freedom. Only when the hegemonikon , or the ruling element within ourselves, is in 
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full control of our minds and bodies, do we genuinely taste freedom. It is this 
aspect of freedom which is now in danger of being neglected even by theologians. 
The sub-conscious, unconscious and conscious elements of fear and anxiety, guilt 
and aggression, boredom and purposelessness need to be overcome in order to 
regain authentic humanity. The kingdom of God is much more complex than the 
Secular city and the urban-technological paradise. 

A Necessary God? 

A fourth prevailing misconception in much of our theological reflection 
relates to our attempts to find a relevant doctrine of God. The God of the gaps, 
of the "necessary hypothesis" is of course dead or dying. There is a new 
tendency to affirm that God is nothing more than simply the destiny of man. Hegel 
had suggested that God is becoming, that he is in process of evolution, within 
the time-process. This is now translated into more secular terms to suggest that 
it is man who ultimately becomes God. A Marxist atheist like Roger Garaudy would 
say that what Christians call their God is nothing but the exigency in man to 
become born as truly man. 

In theology itself man-language and God-language are becoming quite 
interchangeable, the former tending to replace the latter. The difference between 
many so-called "atheists" and some so-called "believers" is, in Garaudy's happy 
phrasing, simply that for atheists there is no externally guaranteed promise of 
human fulfillment, while for believers there is such a promise. 

If the freedom of man requires that he be liberated . from subservience to an 
external God, there are two possibilities. For secular man it is man's accepting 
full responsibility for his own existence and for the shape of the world. For 
many Christians, it is to have God as the depth or ground of our own being, so 
that it is God in us, operating through our thought, will and action, who finally 
shapes the destiny of man. 

It is in this attempt to capture God within human immanence that there lurks 
a great danger for human destiny. Here we are in a sense pushed back to 
Schliermacher's immanent God and the resultant superficial liberalism. We need 
to maintain the otherness of God and divine immanence in some form of dialectical 
tension, not conceptually resolved, but maintained in a cultic milieu. Without 
that cultic acknowledgment of both divine otherness and this union with us in the 
Eucharist, we become reductionists and at that point become sub-Christian, which 
means also sub-human. 

We cannot achieve any adequate conceptual formulation of this dialectic 
between the otherness and the "in-us-ness" of God. The only adequate vehicle for 
maintaining it is in the Eucharistic act, which itself should not be reduced to 
some facile notion of a Lord's supper where the "lord" gives a banquet to all 
comers. It remains a mystery, and its character as a mystery, which brings the 
otherness of the trans-temporal and the trans-logical to the historical and the 
conceptual needs to be maintained through proper discrimination. Else it is 
reduced to the level of the banal, as the Bible has already been so reduced 
through its indiscriminate use by all according to the whim and fancy of each. 

To maintain the dignity and majesty of God against his despisers and would- 
be tramplers of his glory is a pre-condition for maintaining the dignity and 
majesty of Man. When God becomes reduced to the level of empirical or even 
transcendent man, then empirical man's dignity and freedom can be too easily 
trampled upon by other men. 



Liberation Theology and the Vatican Instruction 


There has been considerable furor, especially in the 
Roman Catholic Church, about the assessment of "Liberation 
Theology"• The Pope's views are contested by people within his 
own church. Even Cardinal Ratzinger and Cardinal Casaroli have 
given expression to conflicting viewpoints, indicating disagreement 
in the Vatican itself. 

This is perhaps as it should be. There should be debates 
and disagreements in each church so that the people can be exposed 
to differing aspects of the question. 

In the case of Liberation Theoloay, those who are generally 
opposed to it are people who have stakes in the present established 
order. The Vatican, at least one part of it which handles power 
and property, would naturally have an interest in keeping invest¬ 
ments in the World Capitalist economy safe and productive. Liber¬ 
ation theoloqy is rightly perceived as a threat to the World 
Capitalist System, especially in a Roman Catholic area like Latin 
America, where Christian theology has considerable influence on 
the minds of people. 

The usual Capitalist argument, whether openly or by 
implication, against Liberation Theology is that it is tainted 
with Marxism. And Liberation theologians are anxious to defend 
it from this charge - mainly for the sake of public relations 
and better relations with the Vatican. With the present Pope 
especially anti-Marxism seems to be a most essential credential 
for beinga Christian. The Vatican "instruction" on Liberation 
Theology, has one whole chapter on "Marxist Analysis". Its 
main point is that "atheism and the denial of the human person, 
his liberty and his rights, are at the core of the marxist theory". 
In that statement there is a good example of how truth and 
falsehood can be mixed together. i here is no doubt that atheism 
is a central tent in Marxist ideology. But no one who has some 
idea of "Marxist theory" can say that "the denial of the human 
person, his liberty and his rights, are at the core of the 
Marxist theory". That is not a fact. People who say so, do it 
out of malice or ignorance. Marxist theory certainly exalts 
the human person above all else. There is no denial of hie 
liberty or rights, but only a radically different understanding 



Liberation Theology and the Vatican Instruction 


There has been considerable furor, especially in the 
Roman Catholic Church, about the assessment of "Liberation 
Theology"• The Pope's views are contested by people within his 
own church. Even Cardinal Ratzinger and Cardinal Casaroli have 
given expression to conflicting viewpoints, indicating disagreement 
in the Vatican itself. 

This is perhaps as it should be. There should be debates 
and disagreements in each church so that the people can be exposed 
to differing aspects of the question. 

In the case of Liberation Theoloay, those who are generally 
opposed to it are people who have stakes in the present established 
order. The Vatican, at least one part of it which handles power 
and property, would naturally have an interest in keeping invest¬ 
ments in the World Capitalist economy safe and productive. Liber¬ 
ation theoloqy is rightly perceived as a threat to the World 
Capitalist System, especially in a Roman Catholic area like Latin 
America, where Christian theology has considerable influence on 
the minds of people. 

The usual Capitalist argument, whether openly or by 
implication, against Liberation Theology is that it is tainted 
with Marxism. And Liberation theologians are anxious to defend 
it from this charge - mainly for the sake of public relations 
and better relations with the Vatican. With the present Pope 
especially anti-Marxism seems to be a most essential credential 
for beinga Christian. The Vatican "instruction" on Liberation 
Theology, has one whole chapter on "Marxist Analysis". Its 
main point is that "atheism and the denial of the human person, 
his liberty and his rights, are at the core of the marxist theory". 
In that statement there is a good example of how truth and 
falsehood can be mixed together. i here is no doubt that atheism 
is a central tent in Marxist ideology. But no one who has some 
idea of "Marxist theory" can say that "the denial of the human 
person, his liberty and his rights, are at the core of the 
Marxist theory". That is not a fact. People who say so, do it 
out of malice or ignorance. Marxist theory certainly exalts 
the human person above all else. There is no denial of hie 
liberty or rights, but only a radically different understanding 





of the rights of the working man or woman to be free from 
oppression and exploitation. Marxist practice may in many 
cases be different. That even Marxist may not always deny. 

But to say such a thing about Marxist theory shows only how 
carelessly the instruction has been prepared, and how unhelpful 
it is for a correct assessment of liberation theology. 

We can agree with the Vatican instruction that Christian 
theologians should use secular philosophical theories only after 
careful critical examination in the light of Christian theology. 
We have openly disagreed with the position of certain liberation 
theologians that "Marxist analysis" is the right tool for 
Christians to understand the meaning of God's actions in our 
time. A here need be no doubt that there is a fundamental 
disagreement between the premises of the faith of the Church 
and the ideology of Marxists. 

What we find difficult to accept is the affirmation of 
Cardinal Ratzinger in his Press Conference presenting the 
Instruction to the public (L'Osseruatore Romans, 10th Septr 1984, 
p.5); "with today's presentation of the 'Instruction on some 
aspects of Liberation Theology', critical reflection has arrived 
and is now within every one's reach", we need better critical 
reflection than what the Instruction has succeeded in providing 
It has certainly generated a debate within the Roman Church, 
and in this sense it has a positive value. But its analysis 
of the issue between Christian Faith, Marxist Analysis and 
Liberation Theology remains amateurish and unscholarly. The 
Press Conference made it clear that the Instruction was no 
cardemnation, but an invitation to debate. 

When a newspaperman pointed out that the liberation 
theologians' use of Marxism was parallel to Thomas Aquinas' 
use of Aristotle, Cardianl Ratzinger admitted that "use may 
always be made of valid elements contained also in non-Christian 
knowledge, while criticising these ideologies with the key 
of realistic knowledge". That is a reasonable position, and 
we only wish it were more clearly expressed in the Instruction 
itself. 



For us the problem with liberation theology is not 
its Marxist ideological taint. Such taints seem to be ines- 
capable. Much opposition to liberation theology including" 
the Instruction Carries with it an anti-Marxist or free-enterprisi 
liberal ideological taint, which is even in less conformity 
with Christian values. Our problem can be better put in the 
form of certain questions, some of which are partly implied in 
the Instruction,fcut which should really be discussed between 
the Vatican defenders of the faith and the liberation theologians 
e.g. 


(a) Are Liberation theologians distorting the Gospel of Jesus 
Christ in too one-sided a way by undervaluing its emphasis on 
the Kingdom of God and reducing it p to political, economic 
and cultural liberation ? 

(b) Are the exegetical methods and principles enunciated and 
used by liberation theologians too one-sidedly made to order 
to yield the results they want ? 

(c) Does liberation theoloay do justice to the Sacramental 
and pastoral ministries of the Church and the needs of people 
other than for political, economic and cultural liberation ? 



THE PRINCIPAL TASK 


OF THEOLOGY TODAY: 

AN INTERPRETATION OF THE 
THEOLOGY OF LIBERATION 

PAULOS MAR GREGORIOS 


Many of our theologies of liberation are guilty of mak¬ 
ing "short circuits" in the Gospels. They are often based on 
defective Christologies and ecclesiologies. They try stren¬ 
uously to domesticate the Gospels within history, lacking 
sufficient sensitivity to the transcendental dimensions of 
both history and salvation. This is precisely where such 
theologies should be revised: they should take seriously the 
rejection by Jesus of searching for the path of mere politi¬ 
cal revolution, organizing the populace for armed struggle 
against tyranny, imperialism and exploitation of Rome. His 
path was not one of mere political insurrection, but rather 
that of death and resurrection. If Latin American theologies 
are to be taken into account seriously they must struggle for 
the incarnation, the cross and the resurrection in a deeper 
manner than what is implied by the fact that Jesus questioned 
the existing structures of the Church and society. It is not 
enough to state that He was partial to poor and marginalized 
people. An appropriate ecclesiology can be constructed only 
if the theologies of liberation make themselves profoundly 
Christian. 

As a Christian I would like to present a different ap¬ 
proach to many of the theologies of liberation. Asians fre¬ 
quently encounter in these theologies a mere echo of European 
culture. They often seem to have a basically Spanish-Portu- 
gese orientation. They have tried-most inadequately - to 
place themselves above the ancient pre-Colombian cultures of 
the Americas. Millions of poor people in the Americas are 
"latinos" or "Americans" only superficially. They are still 
"Indians." Their cultural background is Mayan, Aztec, Incan, 
Cherokee and African. A theology of liberation lacking roots 
in these cultures must be foreign to the poor of this con¬ 
tinent.. 





It is absolutely essential to have an understanding of 
and a sensitivity to the anthropology - including art, symbols, 
psychology and the forms of communication - of any people be¬ 
fore endeavoring to carry liberation to them. This is parti¬ 
cularly true as one approaches the "masses of the continent." 

The most important key to liberation is vigilance lest 
indigenous cultures develop cosmologies or sociologies which 
are overly abstract or rational. Rather, a cosmology or so¬ 
ciology must express an understanding of the reality of a 
given people. It must touch their unconfessed aspirations, 
as seen in their folk symbols, music, etc. These may be at 
the same time cultural, religious and socio-economic. Due 
to their continuity and their persistence, our theologies of 
liberation must impress the indigenous American masses as i.r\ 
and sterile. Religion must always be expressed by symbols, 
rituals and art forms which communicate more deeply than o;r 
abstract thinking and the rational "central categories" im¬ 
ported from the European Renaissance. 

Last year I was greatly impressed by the crowds in the 
Basilica of Guadeloupe, in Mexico. They were not people on 
whom our theologies of liberation would have much effect. I 
remember particularly a youth, fervent in his piety, making 
his genuflexes before Our Lady of Guadeloupe. He was wearing 
a shirt bearing the image of Che Guevara. This is the combi¬ 
nation found worldwide among the poor - a fervent revolutionary 
surrender united with an equally fervent devotion to the 
transcendental, expressed not by intellectual faith but 
through symbols and rituals which penetrate deeply into the 
subconscious. 

Latin American theologies of liberation must take into 
consideration these fundamentals of continental consciousness 
in their message to the poor. They must learn to use some¬ 
thing more than intellectual conceptions. The conceptual 
formulation of the theology should provide space for the 
trans-conceptual expression of the deepest aspirations of 
human beings. We must go beyond the pseudo-Marxist inter¬ 
pretations of the Gospels, which are neither Christian nor 
Marxist. I am posing polemics at this international meeting 
in order to provoke discussions. The urge to arrange a mar¬ 
riage between Christianity and Marxism impresses me as some¬ 
thing artificial and unconvincing. Not only at its initia¬ 
tion must a theology of liberation be Christian. There is no 




obstacle in learning something fro* Marxist scientific soci¬ 
ology and econoaics - provided that these eleaents are assiai- 
lated and thoroughly integrated. An understanding of aodern 
science and their theology, a deep understanding of the his¬ 
toric role of worldwide capitalist iaperialisa and the strug¬ 
gle against it by the oppressed and exploited of the world, 
must be integrated with the Christian vision of the dynaaic 
process of creation-redeaption in Jesus Christ. This appears 
to be the task which we still aust assuae adequately and car¬ 
ry out rigorously, not aerely in teras of Renaissance ration¬ 
ality and European cultural insularity. 

A Christian theology of liberation should be rooted in a 
community which lives for the mysteries of the incarnation, 
death and resurrection of our Lord, and not aerely in a shar¬ 
ing of poverty or readings about poverty in the Gospels. 

There is no necessity for reducing the Gospels to these ele¬ 
ments. It is sufficiently fruitful to provide full under¬ 
standing of the dignity and the liberty of humanity, created 
in the image of God, and at the same time to augment the ca¬ 
tegories of participation in the struggle for the emancipation 
of humanity, without resorting to such dubious diminishment 
of the Gospels. 

A Genuinely Christian Theology of Human- Totality 

I recall sitting next to a distinguished Marxist intel¬ 
lectual at the only Christian-Marxist dialogue organized by 
the World Council of Churches in 1938. After some of our 
Christian theologians had made their presentations, he turned 
to me and said, M You Christians are kind, recognizing all the 
baggage which we Marxists have been writing about for fifteen 
years and giving it back to us as Christian theology. Have 
you no harvest of your own to give us?" I think we made a 
mistake ir trying to nix Marxism and Christianity. What we 
need is a theology which starts out with an understanding by 
Christians of creation, redemption and eschatological total¬ 
ity, and which places the struggle for socio-economic and 
Dolitical liberation within the context of that totality. We 
cannot begin with certain parts of the Gospels, arbitrarily 
chosen, such as those of identification with the poor. The 
faith of the Christian Church offers a prospect of reality 
far deeper than what would fit into a concept such as iden¬ 
tification with the poor, or Jesus the revolutionary. We 


need not abandon our faith in Christ as the Incarnate Son of 
God, His death and resurrection and continuous labors for human 
redemption in order to be participants in the revolutionary 
struggle for the emancipation of humanity from its oppressive 
socio-economic and political structures. We do not need to 
identify the Kingdom of God with the Church in order to be 
faithful to the Gospels. What we need to do is to give our¬ 
selves a deeply Christian perspective which includes salvation 
for the non-believer, baptism and faith, of a Christology, 
spirituality and eschatology which places justice amidst the 
greatness of a dynamic creation advancing towards its total¬ 
ity. Such a Christology, spirituality and eschatology can be 
faithful to traditions and related to the emancipation and 
redemption of not only the totality of humanity, but of the 
entire universe. However, at the same time, it cannot be 
wholly rational or intellectual. We must make use of symbols, 
rituals and other trans-conceptual devises. 

The Integration of Politics and Economics in such a Theology 

I am allergic to the concept of evangelization as an "all 
inclusive" category in which our political, economic and so¬ 
cial worries are integrated. These can be integrated properly 
only within a Christian containment of creation and redemption 
in Jesus Christ as understood to consist of a cosmic phenom¬ 
enon within the movement by which creation advances. The 
class struggle, the development of human organization through 
slavery, feudalism, capitalism and socialism, the present role 
of imperialist capitalism and the present status of the strug¬ 
gle against its structures - all this can be contained within 
the broad movement of creation towards its totality. This 
should require an understanding and inclusion of the person 
and the works of Christ, of the Holy Spirit and of the Church. 
This needs to be oriented towards the redemption of all cre¬ 
ation, not merely of Christians. Such is the great task of 
modern theology, and one can note an element which is dis¬ 
loyal to the traditional, the authentic, the classical po¬ 
sitions of the Church. This task of modern theology will 
obviously be of a different strain that the majority of the 
theological currents most frequent in both the West and the 
East. Politics and economics do not necessarily lie outside 
of this theology. 

Christian theology ought to provide not only a coherent 


tentative sketch of reality. But Christian theology should 
also demonstrate how this reality can be changed. 

Humankind is situated at the head of creative activity. 
This should be understood for what it constitutes not only 
because of this work but also because of the use it makes of 
its liberty for changing its status. In this the authentic 
tradition insists upon five points: 

1) That humanity is an integral part of creation as long 
as it is able to transcend and modify creation; 

2) That hand in hand, theory and practice, the individual 
and society, reflection and action, spiritual growth and the 
development of solid justice, must be coordinated; 

3) That Jesus Christ, present in the Spirit of the 
Church, in society and in the cosmos in different ways, is 
active, as we are by this work. Jesus Christ is maintaining 
and nourishing this intuition in the life of the Church 
through the Eucharist and other symbols, as well as through 
instruction. Furthermore, affirmation of the hope that Christ 
and goodness will triumph over evil which will vanish, will 

oe maintained by the Church; 

4) That throughout history the final separation of good 
From evil can be made only partially, but that the final es¬ 
chatological reality of the good, purged of evil, and ever 
growing to new dimensions, ought to exist in history as far 
as possible; and 

5) That redemption in Christ must be made effective not" 
only for humanity, but also for the totality of creation, even 
though this be effective in three different ways - politically, 
economically and socially - which cannot be understood as alien 
to Christian interests. 

Some Specific Tasks for Christians Today 

T : would be superficial to assume that the Church as Si 
whole will Qx* faithful to the totality of it% vocations The 
official Church is constantly complying with some of its tasks 
while disdaining others, and frequently is on the path to gen¬ 
uine liberation and social justice. Thus the Church should 
often be called to the orders of believers, but one's critique 
of the Church could be too slow and too unproductive. Some of 
its tasks can be undertaken by only certain individuals or 
groups within the totality of the Church. 

Let us give several examples of this. 



1) The Church has a pastoral role to play in the revolu¬ 
tionary process. Revolutionaries need the support of the 
Church even when it does not share in their activities. Fre¬ 
quently this task nay be perforned successfully by snail 
groups within the Church; 

2) The Church should lose all its fear of interpreting 
political, economic and social realities. But often the 
Church is inpeded fron seeing reality because of its own 
created interests and therefore it does an inadequate job 
of interpretation. Again, unofficial groups in the Church 
will have to undertake this task; 

3) The Church has the role of "giving nanes to the forces 
of evil" and practicing exorcisn over then. This night force 
the Church to be crucified and the official Church is often 
afraid of the cross. Small groups will have to face those 
wicked powers and carry the cross in the name of the whole 
Church and all of humanity; 

4) The Church should be free, since faith and hope will 
help us to see the role which certain interests play, and 
which impede us from facing reality. Frequently in many 
such situations the Church is so involved with its own in¬ 
terests and egotistical institutional efforts that it offers 
only a negative testimony. Small groups can make it clear 
to Christians how it is that they are really bound to their 
interests and therefore incapable of seeing reality as it is. 
Small groups can denounce the ideological chains which im¬ 
prison believers; 

5) The Church should help humankind challenge the quest¬ 
ionable attainments of science and the propagandistic claims 
of much that passes for science, for example, in the fields 
of sociology, political science and economics. But the in¬ 
stitutionalized Church many lack the courage to defy the 
Status quo . Small groups must undertake the task of de¬ 
nouncing, for example, questionable economic concepts such 

as those of Walt Rostaw (stages of economic development), 

John Kenneth Galbraith (works on industrial society) or 
VaSsily Leontieff (economics of computors); and 

6) The Church itself might fear supporting revolutionary 
movements or parties, or to offer them their favor. It can 
therefore be the task of small groups in the Church to eval¬ 
uate these movements and parties in a just manner. Then sup¬ 
port and encouragement can be offered. 



Thoughts on Liberation 
James Reeb and Herbert Marcuse 

It is a special honour you have done me in asking me to deliver the 
James Reeb Memorial lecture. I have few qualifications to merit this honour. 
I knew him, but not well. For a year, i.e. 1952-53, my first and his last 
at Princeton Seminary, we were school-mates. But he was then a married 
student living off-campus, whereas I lived in Brown Hall. I did take a 
few Senior courses in my first year and so we might have been in some 
classes together. 

There were some things in common between us. Neither of us believed 
that the Westminster Confession or any other Confession for that matter, 
including the Nicene Creed, could be the basis or content of faith. We 
both looked for a faith that made it possible for us to care for our 
fellow-man without anxiety or aggression. But we were moving in two 
different directions in reaction against a faith that failed to call forth 
love. He grew towards a rejection of church dogma and even of faith in a 
personal God. For me the movement was towards a rediscovery of the authentic 
Christian tradition in which theology played but a supportive role, in which 
statements about God had to be qualified with the basic assertion of the 
unknowability of God, and where man’s growth into the fullness of God's 
image in freedom, love, wisdom and power was the central concern. 

We were both scandalized by the plight of the black man in this 
country. For Reeb his direct involvement was to come later. For me, I had 
already worked for three years as a Negro pastor, had known the frustrations 
and aspirations of the poorer Negroes as well as the callous indifference 
of the richer ones. I had been kicked out of buses in Atlanta, Georgia, 
and out of restaurants and hotels in the north. In the summer of 1960, I was 
with the leaders of the sit-in movement in Nashville, Tennessee. James Reeb 



became involved in the civil rights movement much later, but when he did 
so, it was with an abandon and commitment that puts me to shame. 

I have never had to face Alabama State troopers on Route 80. The 
worst I had to face was half a bus-load of pale-face men and women who 
glared and shouted rude words at me. I have never been viciously hit on 
my head with a stick. The worst I have experienced is a white hand 
pulling me out roughly from my bus seat and shouting at me to go behind. 

James Reeb died in a cause that is greater than that of Negro civil 
rights. He died that men may become free and live in conscious human 
dignity. He died in the hope of changing the picture of man’s future drawn 
by George Orwell--"If you want a picture of the future, imagine a boot 
stamping on a human face--forever." ^ 

It is not a picture of the future, friends; it is more a picture of the 
present, and of the past. There is a boot on the face of man--now. To 
lift that boot is part of a task to build a tomorrow which is more human. 

But the harder part of our task for tomorrow is first to help the man on 
the ground get up and eat, and then to help him recover his face and his 
dignity. And we must also attend to the man with the boot to help him too to 
be rid of his guilt, and of his aggression and acquisitive urges. 

It is in this context that I want to speak about Herbert Marcuse--the 
prophet of liberation. Since I shall not refer very much again to James 
Reeb, let me use this occasion to pay tribute to his memory, to his suffering 
and death in the cause of a better tomorrow for man. May God grant rest 
to his soul and reward him with the brightness of the countenance of God on 
the last day. 

Duncan Howiett, No Greater Love--The James Reeb Story , Harper 6c Row, 1966. 
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Professor Herbert Marcuse of San Diego University is both a miracle 
and a paradox. At seventy he could still be the idol of the younger 
generation, the spokesman of their deepest aspirations. An intellectual 
of the classical German type, he can still communicate with ordinary 
people. His knowledge of the fields of philosophy and psychology, of 
political science and of sociology can only be termed, encyclopaedic. 

He is both ex-Marxist and ex-Freudian, but not by any means in a 
reactionary sense. He has been called a corrupter of the youth and an 
agent of the C.I.A. His life has been threatened by John-Birchers and 
he has been heckled by striking Italian students. 

But Marcuse is a grand intellectual and the apostle of freedom. 

His recent work "An Essay on Liberation" is a tightly packed argument 
against contemporary civilization, an argument which he began developing 
in his Eros and Civilization and in his better known One Dimensional Man . 

A short general statement of his position is presented in La Fin de 
1 t Utopie , Paris, 1968. 

His basic argument can be summarized only at great peril of over¬ 
simplification. He agrees with Freud that our civilization is built on 
the basis of the repression of basic human instincts. Hence the desperately 
acquisitive and aggressive tendency of our civilization. Aggression in 
Vietnam, oppression of the black race and economic exploitation of the 
whole world are but symptoms of a deeper disease which cannot be cured 
except by changing the repressive basis of social organization. 

So far he is simply developing Freud. But here he parts company with 
the master. Freud would say that no civilization is possible without 
repression, i.e. subjection of the pleasure principle to the reality 
principle. Marcuse on the other hand believes that a non-repressive 
civilization is within the limits of possibility. Of course, the present 
civilization would have to be demolished before a non-repressive one can take 




its place. He believes that work itself can be converted into play, 
that domination can be abolished, that a morality can be based on gratifi¬ 
cation rather than renunciation. Only such a civilization will promote 
non-repressive, non-aggressive human relationships. 

According to Marcuse corporate capitalism is the major instrument 
of our civilization. Through an extensive economic and military machine 
it not only subjects its population to its own activity of production and 
consumption. It also builds up a new colonial empire through which it 
controls and dominates four continents. 

Marcuse's Essay on Liberation is dedicated to the young militants 
in America and elsewhere who have dared to challenge the frightening 
might of capitalist domination in the world; Marcuse wants to give a 
biological or rather somato-psychological basis to socialism. He argues 
that it is the consumer economy and the capitalist politics of western 
civilization which have made man what he is today--insular, one-dimensional, 
aggressive, acquisitive. Man has to be changed physically and psychologically 
in order that a new civilization may emerge. Man must develop a new 
sensibility by which he can touch his neighbour without aggressiveness and 
guilt. The new sensibility also struggles against violence and exploitation 
wherever it finds these in society. Man must liberate himself from the 
tyranny of science and technology in order to live in a more gay and joyous 
relation to all reality. Logic and therefore science and technology based 
on it over-emphasizes the male principle of aggressive domination. We need 
to shift the balance to the female principle of receptivity, beauty and poesy. 

Marcuse wrote his book before the events of May 1968 in Paris. There 
the revolting students practiced what Marcuse preached. They used words to 
speak a new language - the language of the heart, the language of poetry - 
to speak about human reality in human language. Only when the aesthetic 
controls human creativity can science and technology come into their own 
as truly liberating forces. 



Marcuse welcomes Black Power and the Vietnam revolt as healthy 
subversive forces which can undermine the present sick civilization. 

Marcuse criticizes Marx for insisting that only a particular class 
can be the agent of social change. The old Marxist model for revolutionary 
change through the organized effort of the working class to seize power 
in the course of a mass upheaval may still have some validity for the 
third world. But these working classes themselves are now under the 
domination of western corporate capitalism and its neo-imperialism. 

Therefore the more decisive revolution, according to Marcuse, may 
come from the growing movement of protest which is not based in any 
particular class or country. The peculiar feature of this new protest is 
that it is not willing to accept the classical Marxist alternative to 
capitalism. Collective ownership, collective control and collective 
planning of the means of production and distribution are all necessary 
elements in the creation of the new society. But it is not simply a 
question of abolition of poverty and creation of a just international 
society. Bureaucratic socialism even where it guarantees economic justice 
may be very much dehumanized as in the Soviet Union though not in the same 
measure as corporate capitalism. Marcuse demands a cessation of the 
productivity race between the west and the east, in Europe and America. 

What he demands is a new society and a new man with a new body and a new 
mind. He demands a utopia where work becomes play, the ugly is transformed 
into the beautiful, noise and hurry give place to calm and poise, fun is 
substituted by joy and servitude by freedom. 

One could say there are three key words in Marcuse’s thinking-- 
Rupture, Transcendence and Play. The new man and the new society cannot 
come in natural continuity with the present civilization in its capitalist- 
socialist form. It involves a radical break with the present. That is 
what he means by rupture. By transcendence, he means that man must enter 



that which is beyond history by a radical transformation of the self. 


It is a qualitative jump closely related to the idea of rupture. Man 

must dare to enter utopia. But this is not the utopia envisioned by 

socialists--that is why he calls his French work The End of Utopia . 

Yet man must dare to create a new world, in freedom and spontaneity, 

where there is neither aggression nor acquisitiveness. Thought itself 

would be changed in Marcuse’s new utopia into something necessarily 

positive, de-politicized, free, unstructured, spontaneous. And here comes 

his third concept. The ultimately characteristic act of man is play, not 

work. The total automation of social labour is incompatible with 

capitalism which insists on the creation of more and more goods to satisfy 

more and more false needs of man. It is also contrary to Marxism which 

believes that labour is the creator of all value. We are afraid to make 

total automation the goal of our society, because we are unwilling to make 

the qualitative jump from work to play as the basic activity of man. 

It is perhaps symptomatic of the state of intellectual life in America 

that there has been no adequate response to him from American intellectuals, 

but in his own native Germany he has been taken quite seriously. Last 

year Juergen Habermas edited a collection of essays in honour of his 70th 

2 

birthday: Antworten auf Herbert Marcuse . Habermas is a thinker of the 

school of Frankfort (Institute for Social Research) which produced thinkers 

like Marcuse. Habermas attacks Marcuse from a more classical socialist 

position. His study of bourgeois society ( Strukturwandel der Offentlichkeit ) 

and his critical analysis of post-kantian philosophy ( Erkenntnis und 

Interesse) as well as his restatement of classical socialism ( Theorie und 

Praxis ) have been regarded by some reviewers as the most substantial socio- 

3 

philosophical thinking to come out of central Europe. Habermas accuses 
2 

Suborkamp Verlag 1968 
3 

See leading article in the Times Literary Supplement dated 5th June 1969 
under the title ’From Historicism to Marxist Humanism’ 
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Marcuse of being an ontologist of the Heideggerian school. Habermas 
speaks of the old rational heritage being disintegrated through the 
dialectical interplay of such standpoints as positivism, pragmatism and 
historicism. These schools have virtually cancelled each other out. Only 
dialectical materialism stands as a still valid philosophical approach. 

Yet another attempt at criticism of Marcuse’s ideas have come from Hans 
Heinz Holz ( Utopie und Anarchismus , Pahl-Rugenstein Verlag, Kohn, 1968). 

His accusation is also that Marcuse regresses into a romantic-cultural 
and apolitical interpretation of the revolution. 

Both Habermas and Marcuse insist that the present structures are 
corrupt, especially in the West. But Habermas and Holz would say that 
Marxism dynamically reinterpreted is adequate as the structure for building 
up the new society. Habermas would, of course, want such socialism to be 
undergirded by a systematic philosophy in the classical tradition. Marcuse, 
on the other hand, would not want to formulate clearly the structure of the 
new society. He would concentrate on two factors mainly: first, liberation 
from the colonial and oppressive imperialism of corporate capitalism; 
second, changed attitudes in the relation of human beings to each other and 
in their approach to work. Everything else can be worked out only after 
the qualitative change in man has already taken place. In his negative 
critique of the Establishment, he speaks also for the New Left. But New 
Leftists find him unsatisfactory and inadequate in his positive formulations 
of a new society. Marcuse, however, speaks also for the hippie generation 
when he talks about liberation from the repression of the pleasure principle 
by the reality principle, and demands that work be substituted by play, 
repression by expression. 

My own critique of Marcuse would be from a basically phenomenological 
perspective. Marcuse’s understanding of liberation as freedom is itself 



based on a defective understanding of the notion of freedom. We in 
ex-colonial countries have only begun to learn that liberation is the 
easier part of freedom. We had thrown off the political aspect of the 
colonial yoke and are only now finding out that we are still unfree. 

We continue to be under the domination of a world-economic structure 
controlled by western corporate capitalism which uses our capitalists to 
exploit us. But even if we were to be liberated from this economic domina¬ 
tion by the west, we would still not be quite free until we have achieved 
sufficient power to realize our own freely chosen goals. Such power should 
include not only scientific and technological competence, but also cultural 
autonomy and creativity. This positive aspect of freedom, namely the 
capacity to choose one 1 s own national goals and to achieve them, is the 
more difficult part of attaining freedom. 

Here Marcuse and the New Left, especially the revolutionists among the 
latter, refuse to give even a sketch of the kind of society they would like 
to achieve. They insist that such formulation would be a betrayal of the 
revolution in that it would lead to unnecessary controversies which would 
impede the more urgent task of overthrowing the establishment. 

While it may be practically impossible to sketch out in detail the 
original for a complete blue print of the society of the future, it may 
still be necessary to chalk out in sketchy outlines some of the essential 
elements which simply have to go into the new structure. Here we come 
across a very popular fallacy which opposes freedom to structure. This 
false opposition I submit comes from a double misunderstanding of freedom. 
First there is the tendency to put more weight on freedom from than on 
freedom for . The second aspect of the fallacy derives from the basically 
individualistic framework in which we understand freedom. I think Marcuse 


himself falls into both these traps. 



Freedom, a key concept in Eastern Christian theology, is a word which 


has a large number of synonyms in Greek. The word eleutheria itself 
means ’not enslaved*. But its synonyms in Eastern Patristic thinking 
include (a) apatheia or freedom from compulsive passions which overcome and 
enslave our will, (b) freedom from death and corruption, (c) freedom of the 
intelligence or the capacity to behold Truth ( theoria ), (d) freedom from 
guilt or a clear conscience ( parrhesia ). There are four other adjectives 
which are synonymous with eleutheros which are adoulotes which means 
unenslaved, adespotes or not having a master, autokrates or sovereign and 
autexousios i.e. having authority in oneself. To be free thus for the 
Eastern Christian is much more than being liberated. It means becoming 
spontaneously creative, i.e. to be the originator of the good and the 
beautiful without being constrained externally or internally to do so. 

This notion of freedom which has at its heart the image of man as a 
corporate king over the whole cosmos is a far cry from the notion of man 
popularized by Augustinian thought in the west. Augustine’s image of man 
sees him as a sinner, broken, repentant, miserable, begging for pardon and 
mercy, with nothing good in himself, totally dependent on God alone for 
grace and mercy. The only freedom that Augustine could grant even to the 
saved man was simply freedom in the bosom of God like a little baby secure 
in its mother’s arms. 

In Eastern Christian thought, at least in classical patristics, there 
is a demand imposed upon man by his very creation, to become like God - 
Sovereign, free, creator of the good, loving and wise, strong and powerful. 
It is this more positive notion of freedom as self-control, authority and 
the capacity for spontaneous creativity that needs greater emphasis in our 
time. In this positive understanding of freedom, science and technology 
brave their own important roles to play as the means by which man gains 
control of external reality. 



The second fallacy is so universal that even the Christian church in 
the East has fallen a prey to it. If freedom means spontaneous creativity, 
then such creativity needs not always be that of individuals in isolation. 
Structure is one of the ways in which men relate to each other to 
co-ordinate creativity for greater efforts to create the good, in forms 
which are beyond the power of individual men to create. We need to learn 
to think not merely in terms of freedom of the individual from structures, 
but having free structures under the control of corporate society, which 
society can freely use to create new forms of good, without being overpowered 
by the structures themselves. 

It has been traditional to see the freedom of the individual as being 
in conflict with the freedom of other individuals, and the state as being 
necessary to make sure that one man's freedom does not interfere with that 
of another man. I am free to swing my hand in any direction I like; but 
my neighbour's freedom demands that my swinging hand does not end up on 
his face. Thus individual freedom is regarded as the primary reality, and 
the state being necessary only to guarantee the maximum of individual 
freedom for each man. 

But today we are beginning to see the state itself as an instrument 
of corporate freedom. Freedom means not simply freedom from oppression, 
exploitation and enslavement, but also the capacity to stand up in dignity 
and to be the free creator of the good. This is true both for individuals 
and for societies. Societies themselves have to be redeemed from whatever 
is holding them enslaved, from the might of military machines and from the 
crushing cruelty and cupidity of corporate capitalism, as well as from 
ideologies and apprehensions that prevent men from being spontaneously 
creative. But it also means the capacity of societies to create new forms 
of the good. Structures are the means by which large aggregates of human 



beings relate to each other on a long-term basis. The purpose of these 
structures should be to achieve maximum possibility of spontaneous 
creativity for the society as a whole, as well as for its individual members. 
But these very structures, unless constantly watched, become powerful and 
domineering, and the pressure of radical evil in the world transforms 
these very structures into instruments of oppression and unfreedom. 

It then becomes necessary that the struggle for the liberation of man go 
through two phases--one, the breaking down of the oppressive, alienated, 
run-away structure, and two, the building of new creative structures 
fostering human freedom both collectively and individually. The first 
of these operations is called revolution and the second utopia. 

But revolution and utopia are two phases of one process rather than 
two separate stages in a programme. It is the vision of utopia that must 
be the motor of revolution. But here there are two problems. 

First, if utopia means merely a list of demands to be presented to 
those in power, they can always effect a compromise, mute the revolution, 
and then go on to new forms of oppression and exploitation. This is what 
is basically wrong with syndicalism or trade unionism. 

Secondly, the two phases of the operation seem to be based on conflict! 
principles. Revolution demands the use of force against the will of those 
in power in order to unseat them. In other words denial of the freedom of 
the establishment to go on being in power belongs to the essence of 
revolution, whereas in utopia, the guiding principle is the freedom of all 
persons and of society as a whole. Thus in the interests of utopia, which 
means the freedom of all, the masses have to be organized to deny freedom 
to the establishment and to overthrow it by force--which is contrary to the 
very idea of freedom. 



Utopia is based on love, revolution is based on hatred, even if that 
hatred is motivated by love for the oppressed. The Old Testament enjoins 
both of these on man--to love the good and to hate the evil. That is 
why the Psalmist can say about evildoers with a sense of achievement: 

"I hate them with a perfect hatred 1 ’ (Ps. 139:22). They knew that God 
loves the righteous and hates the wicked. 

But in the New Testament there is a new mood: ’’Repay no man evil 
for evil . . . Avenge not yourselves, but leave it to the wrath of God . . . 
Be subject to the authorities for all authority is from God. He who 
resists the authorities resists what God has appointed . . . Love your 
enemies. Be good to the just and the unjust.” (Romans 12, 13 and Mt 5) 

The question before man is this. Utopia is the kingdom of God. 

In order to usher in the kingdom of God are we justified in using methods 
which are contrary to that kingdom? Can we liberate by unliberal methods? 

Here a simple Biblicism cannot provide us with the answers. There 
are a whole host of points to be taken into account. 

(a) In the Bible itself there is the example of Christ overthrowing the 
banker’s counters--that was a very violent and revolutionary act against 
an evil establishment. 

(b) There is the fact that the liberal approach to liberation often ends 
up in the establishment of a very oppressive and conservative group in 
power with the liberals salving the conscience of the nation with a little 
bit of ineffective critical writing and demonstration. 

(c) There is the powerful argument that there is violence deeply entrenched 
in society, destroying the dignity of man and by refusing to overthrow this 
violence by forceful and revolutionary means, the liberals are unwittingly 
supporting the violence that is endemic in society. The accusation is 

that the liberals are alienated from the exploited masses and are themselves 



the beneficiaries of the exploitation system which they so loudly denounce, 
but which they are unwilling to overthrow. 

All these three arguments, which one could develop further, provide 
justification for the revolutionary stance and commitment. But there is 
another aspect to the problem, about which East European Marxists are 
becoming more and more exercised. This problem may be briefly stated as 
the nemesis of hatred. Hatred is not something which we can summon and 
dismiss at will. Once you begin to hate the evil establishment and steel 
yourselves to use violent and cruel methods of unseating those in power, 
you develop habits and attitudes in which you may use the same methods 
against all your opponents when you are in power even in utopia. In 
other words the revolutionary methods used for the first phase of 
liberation have an inescapable and significant impact on the nature of 
utopia itself. Eastern European Communist leaders are complaining that 
Marxism-Leninism does not provide them with the basis for dealing with 
the nemesis of hatred and the fact of guilt which leads to alienation 
even among revolutionary leaders. 

Any theology of revolution that does not take fully into account 
these two related problems of the nemesis of hatred and the inevitability 
of guilt will be basically defective. But neither of these two problems 
should be used as adequate reasons for ruling out revolution as part of 
the means for the liberation of man. What we need further honest 
discussion on seems to me to be the nature of the dialectic between 
revolution and utopia in the struggle for liberation. 

I must conclude with a summing up of some of the issues raised by 
Marcuse and his critics in relation to revolution and liberation. 
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First, to me Marcuse himself seems alienated from the stark realities 
of poverty, exploitation and the mass murder of human dignity that is going 
on in our contemporary societies. While attacking the bourgeois ideology 
and mentality, he himself writes as one who lives in bourgeois comfort in 
a comfortable academic world. In thinking about a new humanity, he seems 
to say that this is something to be created in an advanced technological 
society even while two-thirds of the world is living in abject poverty. 

Is this possible or desirable? Can we create a non-repressive civilization 
in one part of the world, without waiting for the economic emancipation 
and cultural (including scientific-technological) growth of the rest of 
the world? The Black Power movement in America started out as a national 
movement. But at least the Black Panthers have realized that this is no 
longer possible. In a new statement written by the national office of the 
Black Panther party (Guardian/Panthers, February 1970, page 1) we find the 
following affirmation: 

"The Black Panther party stands for revolutionary 
solidarity with all people fighting against the 
forces of imperialism, capitalism, racism and 
fascism. Our solidarity is extended to those 
people who are fighting these evils at home and 
abroad. Because we understand that our struggle 
for our liberation is part of a world-wide 
struggle being waged by the poor and the oppressed 
against imperialism and the world f s chief capitalist, 
the United States of America, we--the Black Panther 
party--understand that the most effective way that 
we can aid our Vietnamese brothers and sisters is 
to destroy imperialism from the inside, attack it 
where it breeds." 

Thus the Black Panther party breathes the air of genuine proletarian 
internationalism while Marcuse speaks from a post-affluent society. 

Marcuse holds but little attraction for those who feel part of an internationa 
struggle for justice and peace in the world. The basic criticism of Marcuse 
levelled by his colleagues in Germany, that he remains outside the political 
struggle and seeks a cultural-romantic revolution without an economic and 
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political revolution for the liberation of man, seems thus justified. 

The second critique of Marcuse is closely related to the first and 
has also been raised by Habermas and Holz. Marcuse takes man as an ontological 
object--a dasein in the world, rather than as a historical and social 
reality. He is too individualistic and existentialist in his basic 
orientation even when speaking about man's relation to his fellowmen. 

He does not give enough attention to the problems of structures, in their 
historical and dialectical perspective. Nor does he show how the famous 
qualitative jump from here to utopia is to be achieved. There can be no 
genuine liberation of man without his being able to control the structures 
that regulate his life as a corporate entity. Here the interesting debate 
in France between the structuralists under the leadership of Claude Levi- 
Strauss and the Existentialists with Jean-Paul Sartre at their head is of 
eminent interest to all concerned with the liberation of man. Levi-Strauss, 
like his counter-part Noam Chomski in this country, thinks that fundamental 
structures for language, or for human social organization are given, and 
of but limited variation. It is possible, the structuralists claim, to 
study scientifically, with absolute objectivity, the limited number of 
alternative structures open to any given human society at a given historical 
point in its development. It is up to that society to make the decision, 
again with scientific objectivity, to choose the particular structure that 
offers the maximum advantage, and then to build that structure. 

While the existentialists say, with Kierkegaard "Truth is subjectivity." 
The structuralists say "Truth is objectivity." By a study of the patterns 
of culture developed in the past by human society, it is possible to work 
out a strict science of structures. By sheer objective measurement and 
computation we are able to choose the right kind of structures. This 
ambitious claim of French ethnologists and anthropologists does not seem 
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to be receiving much attention in the Anglo-Saxon world. Jean Piaget has 
recently published an introduction to Structuralism, and a more objective 
introduction by Yvan Simonis was published in 1968, under the title 
Claude Levi-Strauss ou la n Passion de l'inceste 1 1 . I have a feeling that 
this Structuralism also belongs to the malaise of western civilization 
which is morally tired. Can we hand over all our moral choices to a 
computer? Can we build that perfect technological society where all evil 
and the possibility of evil has been banished? Have we yet resolved the 
Russian debate of the middle of the last century between two contemporaries 
of Kierkegaard--Dostoevsky and Chernishevsky? The latter feels that 
science and technology can build the perfect structure and the perfect 
society, (Chernishevsky, What is To Be Done ?) while Dostoevksy in his 
Notes from the Underground speaks about the man with the dour face who 
would want to assert his basic freedom by smashing the perfect structure 
which takes away his freedom to be evil. 

I wish I had time to develop that question still further. But I want 
to go beyond Marcuse and Habermas to say man is both a structure-creating 
and structure-inhabiting animal, and also a person who is capable of 
standing alone in dignity, defying all structures and all external constraint 
Man is both a dasein-in-the-world a La Heidegger , and a social being a la^ 
Marxism. Marcuse and the Marxists must get together to give us a more 
inclusive programme of liberation. 

A final point by way of conclusion. Most of us live in a measure of 
bourgeois comfort, and the call of freedom disconcerts us. For freedom's 
call questions our love of security, comfort and ease. And can Christians 
afford to be secure, comfortable and at ease in a society which is basically 
unjust, exploitative, oppressive, violent, cruel, destructive of the dignity 
of man? Are we not put to shame by the face that the call for liberation 




has always to come from outside the church, and has to be basically anti¬ 
church? The French revolution, the first genuine outburst of freedom, 
the church opposed and later came to terms with in the Second Vatical 
Council, The Bolshevik Revolution, an outburst of freedom, however 
distorted and unfree it may have since become, also evoked a negative 
response from the church because its bourgeois love of comfort was 
threatened. And now there are the revolutions of the Blacks and the 
students. Are we still goint to be threatened by these, or can we see in 
them the call to freedom coming from Christ and the Holy Spirit? 

It is significant that Eldridge Cleaver was a dope peddler and a 
rapist. Why did an oppressed and hounded man have to go to the depths 
of evil in order to find his freedom? I would say because in the churches 
which claimed the monopoly of freedom and goodness there was no room for 
a man who genuinely sought freedom and the good. I regard the Black Power 
movement as the most significant harbinger of the liberation for which 
James Reeb and Martin Luther King longed and suffered and died. If it has 
to be led by men with hatred as their power, with the willingness to shoot 
and kill as their shock technique, that is only an indictment of our 
society, not of the movement. So long as we Christians continue to love 
our comfort and our ease, rather than heed to the call for the liberation 
of man, we shall remain unfaithful to the One who came to set us free. 

The boot of the oppressor is still in the face of man. Shall it go 


on forever? 



TO PROCLAIM LIBERATION 


A Biblical Meditation on the Jubilee Year 
(Bishop Paul Gregorios) 


The biblioal account in Luke 4 is electrifyingly dramatic. Jesus 
walks into the Synagogue in Nazareth on a Sabbath day. Someone 
hands him the Scroll of Isaiah. Jesus unrolls it, finds the place 
where it says: 

The Spirit of the Lord has been given to me 
For he has anointed me. 

He has sent me to bring good news to the poor 

To proclaim liberty to the captives 

And to the blind, new sight 

To set the downtrodden free 

To proclaim the Lord's year of favour. 

(Jerusalem Bible) 

Jesus then rolls up the Scroll, gives it back to the Synagogue assist¬ 
ant, sits down, teaches with authority, from the chair, ex cathedra . 

Every eye is fixed on him. And he says: 

"Now at this moment this text is being fulfilled". 

(Luke 4^21) 

What an austounding claim! Especially when one realizes what the back¬ 
ground of this passage is in the Old Testament! The Hebrew expression 
"to proclaim liberty to the captives", is laden with powerful associa¬ 
tions for all Jewish people, qara 1 deror (proclaim liberty) in Isaiah 6l:l 
is parallel to qara 1 shenath-ratson layahweh (proclaim the year cf 
Yahweh '3 favour) in 61 : 2 . 

The expression "to proclaim liberty" occurs in the Old Testament in a 
specific context - that of the Jubilee Year. The priestly document 
Leviticus (chapter 25) provides detailed legislation on how to celebrate 
the Jubilee Year: Every fiftieth year is to be declared sacred. 

" You will proclaim the fiftieth year holy 

And proclaim liberty to all the inhabitants of the earth". 

( 25 : 10 ) 

The background of the Roman Catholic Church celebrating 1975 as a "Holy 
Year" is to be found in this ancient practice of the Old Testament, 
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though the extent to which the Holy Year is also a year in which the 
Church ''proclaims liberty to all" does not seem very significant. 

What does it mean thus "to proclaim liberty to all the inhabitants of 
the earth"? The expression qara 1 deror (proclaim liberty) which we 
found in Isaiah 61:1 is taken from Lev. 25:10. We should note first 
that this word deror is not very frequently used in the Old Testament, 
and is not translated as eleutheria or as freedom, in the Greek Old 
Testament. The usual translation is aphesis which really means letting 
go, release, frailassung, liberatio rather than libertas . but also 
means forgiveness or acquittal. The Hebrew word deror (liberation) is 
used only seven times in the Old Testament, and virtually every time 
in connection with the Jubilee Year. Let us look at the seven instances 
and study their context. 

1 . Lev. 25:10 "You will declare this fiftieth year holy and proclaim 

liberation in the land for all inhabitants ( qeratem 

2. Is. 6l:l To proclaim liberation to the captives ( ligro* 11ahbuyin 

deror ) 

5. Jer. 34:S King Zeaekiah had made an agreement with all Ihe people 
in Jerusalem, to proclaim liberty to them ( liqro' lahea 
deror), for each man (to proclaim liberty) to his servant, 
etc. 

4- Jer. 34:13-17 Thus says Yahweh, the God of Israel: "I made a contract 
with your fathers when I brought them out of Egypt, out 
of the house of slavery, according to which, at the end 
of seven years each one of you is to let go ( teshallehu ) 
his brother Hebrew who has sold himself to you: He may 
serve you for six years, then you must let him go 
( shellaheto ) free ( hoohshi ) from you. But your fathers 
would not listen to me nor did they obey me. Now again, 
today, you have repented and have done what is pleasing 
in my sight in each one proclaiming liberation ( llqro' 
deror ) for his fellow human being. And you have entered 
into an agreement in my presence, in the temple that ha3 
my name called upon it. But then you changed your minds 
again and you profaned my name to re-enslave each one 
his man-slave and bondwoman whom he had let go free to 
live their own lives, and you have forced them into liv¬ 
ing as your slaves and bondservants. Therefore, thus 
says Yahweh: Because you have not obeyed me by proclaiming 

liberation ( liqro' deror ) each person to his brother and 
each to his fellow human being, therefore, behold, I 
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5. 



proclaim 



7. Ezek.46:17 


liberation ( q^ore* deror ), says Yahweh, to the sword 
and to the famine and to the plague to do as they 
please to you. 


It shall belong to the 
( shenath-deror) 


man until the year of liberation 


There are three preliminary facts to be noted here about these seven 

instances which are the only ones where the word ’liberation* is used 

in the Old Testament. 

a) The primary passage for understanding liberation in the biblical 
context is the Leviticus 25 passage, which we need to study in some 
detail. 

b) All the three major prophets have picked up the concept of "prolain- 
ing liberation" from the Leviticus passage, and made it a somewhat 
central element in thdr preaching. Sven in Szekiel, where it is not 
central, the Jubilee Year and the concept of property” being held in 
trust until the Jubilee Year only, seems to be taken for granted. 

c) It is clear that the passage which Cur Lord read in the Nasareth 
Synagogue and his subsequent annoncement that "this day it is ful¬ 
filled in your ears" is a kind of a jubilee proclamation. The whole 
gospel in this sense has something to do with the Jubilee. 

******* 

Let us ask three questions: 

A. Was the Jubilee Year ever actually practiced by the Jews? 

B. In the background of the concept of the Jubilee Year, can we under¬ 
stand the Synagogue declaration of Jesus in a fresh way? 

C-. What fresh meaning does the understanding of the Jubilee Year bring 

to the concept of liberation today? 

******* 


A. Brief Historical Background 


The commandment to observe the Sabbatical Year occurs in all strata 
of the texts of Mosaic Law. The three primary texts representing the 
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three layers are: 

1. Yahwist Stratus . Exodus 23s10-11 lays down clearly the command 
that during the Seventh Year, the land should not be cultivated, 
but left for the poor and for the wild animals. Exodus 21:2ff 
lays down that slaves should be freed in the Seventh Year. 

2. Priestl?/ - Stratum . Levitisus 25 elaborates on the Yahwist material, 
and after laying down the rule about the Seventh Year a3 "a 
sabbath of solemn rest for the land, a sabbath to the Lord" 

(Lev. 25:4), goes on to legislate a Sabbath of Sabbaths at the 
end of seven seven-year cycles. It lays down certain additional 
rules of economic significance for the Jubilee Year. 

3- Deuteronomist Stratum . Deuteronomy 15:1-13 has the Sabbatical 

Year reaffirmed and elaborated with fresh provisions, but no men¬ 
tion of the Jubilee Year. Here this sabbatical year gets a special 
name - "the Year of Release" or Shenath-ha-shemittah (See Deut-31:10' 

This Year of Release was actually practised by the Jewish people 
with varying degrees of faithfulness, but throughout its history. 

The restoration under Nehemiah reiterates the covenant that "we 
will forego the crops of the Seventh Year and the exaction of every 
debt" (Neh. 10:31b). Even the conquerors of Israel, both Greeks 
and Romans, recognised the Sabbath Year. Alexander the Great 
ordered that the Jews were not to be taxed during the Seventh Year 
because they did not cultivate their land during that year. This 
was at the request of the High Priest.^ The same concession was 
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reinstated by Julius Caesar. 

It was only after the destruction of the temple in 69 A.D. that 
the Sabbath Year fell into disuse due to economic hardship and press¬ 
ure from the Romans to pay taxes even in the Sabbatical Years. 

There were three elements to the observance of the Sabbatical Year: 
a) Letting the land lie fallow so that the poor and the strangers and 

■^Josephus: Antiquities 11:333 
2 Ibid 14:202 



the animals can enjoy what grows of itself without human, labour 
(a return to paradise?) 

b) The remission of all debts incurred during the previous six years 
and the restoration of all property sold during the six years to 
the original owner. 

c) The liberation of all slaves purchased during the previous six years. 

The rules were relaxed later on, in the wake of famines, foreign op¬ 
pression and so on. In the modern period, the shemittah or Sabbatical 
Year has largely remained an academic problem for Jewish scholars, but 
even as late as 1899» there was fresh Jewish legislation about the 
Shemittah and how to get around it by selling the land to non-Jews or 
engaging non-Jewish labour. The next Sabbatical Year according to 
Jewish calculation should be 1979/80 (Year of Creation 5740). In some 
of the more conservative circles of Orthodox Judaism in Israel, attempts 
will be made probably to grow vegetables in watery (hydroponics)^ so that 
the land does not have to be cultivated. But is tha.t the point? 

B. The Jubilee Year as Background for the Nazareth Declaration of Jesus 

The Jubilee Year (50thy) as distinct from the Sabbatical Year ( Shemittah 

does not seem to have been operative since the destruction of the First 

Temple. Before the Sxile, however, it seems to have been an operative 

concept. Numbers J>6 :4 looks forward to it. In Leviticus 27*16-25, the 

valuation of land is clearly based on the number of years during which 

the purchases can occupy the land before the Jubilee Year, when he must 
^—• 

return it to the original owner. 

The Jubilee Year doss not come into effect automatically on New Year's 
day ( Rosh ha-shanah ) of the 50th/ year. It has to be officially an- 
noxinced by the Jewish administrative office or bet din by the sounding 
of the horn (the shofar or yobel ). But then every individual Jew joins 

in by blowing his own horn, and there is a massive jubilation. 

The grund-motif of the Jubilee Year seems to be that of rejoicing in 
paradise. There is no sweat of the brow, which began only after the 
expulsion from paradise. There are no more debts, no more poverty, no 



more work, no more slaves. In the old homogeneous days of Israel, 


it must have been a kind of restoration, at least in principle, to 
the situation as it was when the land was equitably divided among 
the tribes of Israel at the time of the occupation of Canaan. 

The prophets used this concept of the Year of Release as an eschata- 
logical notion - as a situation to be achieved when the Messiah est¬ 
ablishes the Kingdom of righteousness. The context of Jeremiah 34 
makes this very clear. The Book of the Covenant (Jeremiah 30-35) is 
the immediate background for the references to the Year of Release in 
Chapter 34- The Covenant of King Zedekiah is a covenant of liberation 
(34:8). 


"King Zedekiah made a contract with all the people in Jerusa¬ 
lem, to proclaim liberation to them, so that each parson lets 
go of his Hebrew slaves, both male and female, so that no one 
would keep in slavery his brother Jew. And the people obeyed - 
all the rulers and all the people who entered into the contraci 
to let his servant go free - whether male or female, and never 
to enslave them again. They fulfilled the terras of the cont¬ 
ract ana set them free". (Jer. 34:8b - 10). 

But obviously, the act of compliance with the demands of the law was 
extremely shortlived. And Jeremiah gives the impression that it was 
mostly a "symbolic" act, for soon after liberating the slaves, the 
masters seem to have gone back and re-enslaved them. And the prophet 
tells U3 that this act of deceiving Yahweh is partly the reason for 
Israel being punished by the Assyrian and Babylonian scourge and driver 
into exile. 

In Deutero-Isaiah, the context is more clearly messianic. The element 
are basically related to the Jubilee Year and the Year of Release; 

"The Spirit of the Lord Yahweh is upon me 
For Yahweh has anointed me (made me Christ) 

He has commissioned me to announce good news to the oppress€ 

To bind up the wounds of the broken-hearted 
To proclaim liberation to the enslaved 
And release to the prisoners 
To proclaim the Year of Yahweh's Grace 
The day of vindication of Our God". 

The Greek text (Septuagint) has an additional element, i.e., "recover 
of sight to the blind", which appears also in the Lukan text (which 



could maan that the Hebrew text which Christ read was closer to 
the present Greek text than to the current Hebrew text). 

The Jubilee Year, or the Year of Release as a symbol of both the 
primordial life in paradise and the eschatotological life of the 
Messianic Kingdom has certain elements which have to do with eco¬ 
nomic relations, especially, with attitudes to property and work, 
and also to human relations. Leviticus 25 makes the following 
affirmations: 

1. Land belongs to God and is not to be sold in perpetuity (Lev.25J23). 

2. No man can be kept perpetually as a servant, he should go free 
after some years. 

3. There should be periodic intervals at which all commercial relations 
are annulled, and fully human relations of brotherhood re¬ 
established towards all. 

4. Land and houses are on lease to us as human beings, not as property 
to be reified and accumulated forever. 

C. Can We Today Proclaim a Jubilee Year ? 

There are two kinds of consciousness being developed today among those 
who are yearning for a just society. One is that of a society which 
is structurally just, with justice enforced by law, implemented by the 
State. The other, less clearly articulated, is a utopian vision, with 
very little law and structure and consumption, but with much joy, much 
spontaneous community, with human relations in love more important 
than goods and property, with Government and State playing but a minor 
role, where the people are directly involved in the movement to create 
a new humanity, where all the burdensome paraphernalia of good govern¬ 
ment like judiciary, executive, parliament, political parties, bureau¬ 
cratic administrative machinery, impersonal taxation, heavy government 
spending, dehumanizing institutions of health, education, welfare and 
culture, etc., are no longer the most important things to achieve. 

It is a terribly impractical vision. But so was once the just society 
we today so confidently strive for. The eschatological vision is 
utopian, but it is much more human than the rational universe of the 
planners and developpers. 

For many of our young people, the dream of a planned and structured 
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just society has already begun to go sour. The concept of the 
Jubilee Year demands a certain abandon of one's own control and 
a trust in God's goodness. Otherwise, one could not let the land 
lie idle, let the slaves go free, and return property to the ori¬ 
ginal user. It demands a simple style of life, and a joyous lack 
of care and anxiety, to learn to live off uncultivated land. 

How ridiculous it sounds to talk about letting land lie idle, when 
the food crisis clearly shows that not to produce more is clearly 
to perish! But is it that ridiculous? Are (noy^we^clinging a 
little bit too tensely to our tomorrow's bread,and despising the 
Lord's admonition in the Sermon on the Mount? 

For many of us, we have today little faith in our own government's 
planning and implementation to bring in the just society. The need 
today is to release a new vision that lies, deep in the consciousness 
of ordinary people - the vision of a life without greed, not over¬ 
burdened with property, not so wedded to comfort as to feel threatened 
at a slight fall in the standard of living. 

The Jubilee Year which Christ announced in the Synagogue at Nazareth 
may have much more in common with such a vision than with the planned 
and regimented just society of our current dreams. And in a world 
plagued by consumeris/ifm, resource depletion, pollution proliferation, 
the armament race, and the impending ecological catastrophe, the 
vision of a Jubilee Year may release new forces in our consciousness 
which could lead us on a saner path! Only make sure that nobody uses 
it as a trick to distract from the impelling demand for justice in 
society. The Jubilee vision must create new dimensions in our per¬ 
ception of a just and more humane society, not be a sustitute for it. 



